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Group Development in Natural Resource Collaboration in the Crown of the Continent: Forming, 
Storming, Norming & Performing 
Meghan Neville, M.S., Environmental Studies – May 2019 
Committee Chair: Robin Saha 
Committee Member: Shawn Johnson 
 
Abstract 
This portfolio brings together three experiences of natural resource collaborative groups each in 
a different stage of development. Researcher, Bruce Tuckman, theorized that collaborative 
groups go through different stages in order to grow, face new challenges, tackle problems, 
deliver results, and become an effective team (1965). These stages of development are called 
Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing. The application of Bruce Tuckman’s model can 
help both collaborative organizers and outsiders appreciate the complex dynamics of 
collaborative groups. The overarching goal for my portfolio is to provide new ways to examine 
natural resource collaborative groups, so that there is a better understanding of why collaborative 
groups generally work the way they do. My first piece, a reflection of my work assisting in the 
formation of the Central Clark Fork Watershed Network, gives a first-hand account at what did 
and did not work well in the creation of a new collaborative group. The second piece, a Tribes 
and First Nations research report and personal memoranda from my practicum experience with 
the Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent, provides insights about the natural resources 
needs of Native American tribes around the Crown region, and describes the “storming” I 
witnessed within the group - and what this means for the group. The third piece, my research 
report about the long-standing River 2 Lake Initiative, sheds light on what variables can lead to 
the success of a collaborative group.  
Keywords: collaborative, natural resource collaboration, communication, Crown of the 
Continent, First Nations, Montana Tribes, Bruce Tuckman, group development. 
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Portfolio Introduction 
 
I found my passion for environmental justice, unsurprisingly, during my first 
Environmental Justice class my sophomore year of college. Reading case studies of pressing 
environmental conflicts, especially in “Indian Country”, produced an insatiable drive in me to 
take a stand for communities that have little power and voice to protect their natural resources 
and environmental rights. I wrote in my graduate school admissions letters that I wanted to learn 
how to “provide a voice for vulnerable communities who are burdened by natural resource 
issues, and to research and collaborate with a variety of stakeholders to improve environmental 
policies.” Thanks to the Environmental Studies and the Natural Resource Conflict Resolution 
programs, I have been given the opportunities to make this desired education experience come 
true, and expand my skill set to include working with tribal natural resource leaders, researching 
the success of a local collaborative group, and engaging the public to improve natural resource 
conditions.  
During my tenure as a graduate student, I have found myself outside of my comfort zone 
quite often: during a very personal and emotional research interview when my interviewee cried 
due to the isolation she felt on the reservation; waking up to cold spring rain drenching myself 
and my hammock, outside the Blood (Kainai) Indian reserve, as I could not afford a hotel 
between my tribal manager interviews; and getting lost numerous times outside of cell phone 
service in rural Montana and Alberta, Canada. However, the projects I worked on have led me to 
many triumphs as well. These include being asked to give a presentation to the watershed group I 
researched, being invited to serve on the Leadership Team for the Roundtable on the Crown of 
the Continent, and later, on their conference planning committee, as well as receiving multiple 
requests to moderate events around campus, as I gained recognition from my peers and 
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professors for my facilitation skills. My research allowed me so many opportunities to explore 
the beauty and people all around the state of Montana and beyond, and I felt incredibly supported 
by a number of people at the university, including Robin Saha, Shawn Johnson, Matt McKinney, 
Dan Spencer, Vicki Watson, and many members of my cohort, who I have become close friends 
with. 
The overarching goal for my portfolio is to provide new ways to examine natural 
resource collaborative groups, so that there is a better understanding of why collaborative groups 
generally work the way they do. My first piece, a reflection of my work assisting in the 
formation of the Central Clark Fork Watershed Network, gives a first-hand account at what did 
and did not work well in the creation of a new collaborative group. The second piece, the 
research and personal memo of my practicum experience with the Roundtable on the Crown of 
the Continent, provides insights about the natural resources needs of tribes around the Crown 
region, and describes the “storming” I witnessed within the group - and how this could be 
remediated and avoided. The third piece, my research report about the long-standing River 2 
Lake Initiative, sheds light on what variables can lead to the success of a collaborative group.  
While writing about these groups and putting my portfolio pieces together, I found that 
each of the groups I had chosen to work with were in a unique stage of development. One was in 
its initial steps of creation, the second group was having many internal issues as there had been 
recent shifts in leadership and cross-cultural communication problems, and the third was self-
described by members as a “highly-successful” group. This was fascinating to me, since I had 
briefly studied collaborative group development during my undergraduate Communication 
degree. It reminded me of the Forming–Storming–Norming–Performing Model of Group 
Development, which is a communication theory first proposed by Bruce Tuckman in 1965. 
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Tuckman asserted that each of these phases are necessary and inevitable in order for a group to 
grow, face up to challenges, tackle problems, find solutions, plan work, and deliver results.   
Although unorthodox for portfolio organization, I ordered my pieces according to 
Tuckman’s model (forming -> storming -> norming -> performing), and due to this, the 
academic piece will be last.  I decided to combine the norming and performing phase and apply 
elements of both to the third group. The conclusion of this portfolio describes in detail how each 
piece is related to Tuckman’s group development model and discuss more about the model 
itself.  I hope this application of Tuckman’s model can help both collaborative organizers and 
outsiders alike appreciate the complex development of collaborative groups.  
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Forming the Central Clark Fork Watershed Network:  
Reflection and Work Experience 
Meghan Neville 
Written: April 2018 
 
 
 
Photo by M. Scott Richards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 
 
Reflection 
I worked for Dr. Vicki Watson to form a basin-wide Central Clark Fork Watershed 
Network and to develop a Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP) for the Central Clark Fork Basin 
and its tributaries from August 2018 to May 2019. In order to receive funding to improve and 
protect its reaches, a WRP is needed to qualify for Clean Water Action Section 319 grant 
funding from the EPA. Therefore, writing a Watershed Restoration Plan is important for 
protecting and restoring the Central Clark Fork and its tributaries. Nearby watersheds, including 
the Upper and Lower Clark Fork sections already have WRPs, but due to limited staffing and 
funding, the Central Clark Fork is without one. I outline the five tasks I worked on as a part of 
the WRP process, describe how my past coursework contributed to my efforts, briefly critique 
the project, and conclude with what I took away from my experience. 
When I first accepted the job position, I quickly had to educate myself on watershed 
terminology and policies (state, local, and national), and the geography of the Central Clark Fork 
Basin. I learned about much of this fairly quickly, as for my first task I condensed and 
summarized several large documents (which were anywhere from 72 to 3062 pages long). These 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Flat Creek, Silver Bow and Clark Fork Metals, and 
the Clark Fork Basin and its tributaries, and the Ninemile Creek WRP (see condensed documents 
in Appendix 1). 
  My second task was assisting with the planning and execution of the first CCF Watershed 
Network meeting on November 30th, 2018, at which we hosted several technical experts around 
the region, many from state and federal agencies, and local nonprofits (see meeting minutes in 
Appendix 2). This meeting helped people around the basin share information and create a unified 
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work plan for the group in order to create a well-advised WRP. I helped form the agenda, 
organized paperwork and information for participants, took notes, and briefly shared information 
at the meeting. 
My third task was to gain support and input from the public, so I assisted in putting 
together an online and paper survey (see survey in Appendix 3). I utilized my background in 
social media and public outreach to promote the survey online, by creating Facebook and email 
efforts to engage with local watershed groups and the general public. I also tabled at several 
events around the region, including the Helena Watershed Days at the capitol, 3 Rivers 
Collaborative informational session, Clark Fork and Kootenai River Basins Council meeting, the 
UM Job Fair, and the EVST mini fair, in order to provide project-awareness and surveys to a 
wide variety of people. My efforts helped us collect 82 surveys (at present). 
My fourth task included compiling, analyzing and graphing the survey data we collected, 
which entailed coding and sorting open-ended answers, and charting multiple choice answers 
from both paper and online survey outlets (see survey analysis in Appendix 4). The survey data 
will be used by the team of technical experts to better determine what projects the public users 
desire, and whether there are areas needing restoration that have not yet been considered by the 
team. These efforts were greatly facilitated by my past GIS lab course in Community and 
Regional Analysis, which taught me many handy tricks in Microsoft Excel for creating charts 
and analyses. 
 My fifth, and final, task has been planning the agenda, outreach, and information for the 
open-to -the-public stakeholder meeting on April 16th, 2019. I prepared the information and 
meeting space, facilitated small-group sessions, and helped with the data collection and analysis. 
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We had people map areas of concern, by posting sticky dots on a map that correlate with their 
written comments. I knew first-hand that this data would be complicated to collect and analyze, 
as I had done a similar public engagement comment-mapping project for the Forest Service 
during my undergrad. 
         There were several classes and past jobs that helped prepare me for the work I have 
completed on the WRP project. Most fundamental were the Natural Resource Conflict 
Resolution courses I took from 2017 to 2018, which helped me in effectively forming agendas 
for meetings and helped me hone my facilitation skills. Past internships and courses conducting 
data entry and analysis during my undergrad had greatly prepared me for performing the great 
amounts of data entry, charting, and analysis I was required to perform. My EVST coursework in 
Qualitative Methods (ENSC 555) helped me to not only create and fine-tune the survey, but was 
essential in my confidence in convincing people to take it. I also was able to apply several facets 
of my WRP work into my Ethics and Restoration class (ENST 570) in Fall 2018, as I applied 
what I had learned on the job to what it means to do ‘good restoration’. In that class, I created a 
“faux-grant application” for the WRP efforts, which required a full examination of WRP project, 
and how it will continue to unfold even after I graduate. I also gained many skills pertinent for 
planning meetings and following cultural protocols in Local Climate Solutions (ENST 535).  
         The WRP project had been a personally challenging experience for me in some ways. I 
often have felt out-of-the-loop on the project, when, at times, the organizer would not 
communicate important details with me until after they had been determined. When I started, I 
had believed I would be more involved in the decision-making and planning pieces of the 
project. She told me when I was hired that I would have a large role in planning the meetings, 
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but I ended up often doing less than I hoped for, often because the planning tasks were given to 
technical experts. I made sure to volunteer for as many duties as I possibly could, so I could stay 
as involved as possible in the project, even if they were not necessarily the tasks I was originally 
most keen to perform. I also did my best to be assertive when I needed to ask for more work to 
do, and along the way for clarifying my role. I reached out to other people who were helping 
organizing the project, to see if they needed help from me as well. With the organizer, I managed 
to communicate my ideas as best as possible, especially when it came to things I am passionate 
about: inclusion of tribes and rural communities. At times I felt I did not have the capacity, or the 
power, to convince my organizer to specifically and effectively include and engage these small 
communities that are a part of the basin.  
While the organizer said that she invited the small communities, most did not attend the 
first meeting (representatives from Granite and Mineral Counties), since their positions are as 
volunteers and they are very busy. Another reason for them not showing may have been because 
the meetings were hosted in Missoula, which is less accessible for these communities. Both were 
hosted in Missoula, since the large majority of the stakeholders reside near here; however, it 
would have been more inclusive to either provide digital options (call-in or skype-in 
capabilities), or direct follow-ups to those who live outside of Missoula. Perhaps if we had had a 
greater capacity, we could have hosted more stakeholder meetings, one in each region, which 
would have allowed for more inclusive participation - although limited funding and staffing 
within the network make this unrealistic. The only representative to show up from a small 
community was from Sanders County, and he disclosed quite honestly that he was disappointed 
he was the only one. However, he also disclosed that he did not think he would be able to 
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contribute much to a project with meetings occurring mainly in Missoula. Interestingly, it was 
mentioned at the November meeting that smaller communities are more likely than ever to jump 
on board a project like this, when in the past they might have been resistant. This is because they 
are very affected by spring flooding, dry creeks in the late summer, and deteriorating river 
conditions, all of which increase with climate change.  
Not only are small communities important for inclusion, but including relevant cultural 
viewpoints is important for any great restoration project. At the November meeting, there was a 
tribal presence, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes’ biologist, Mary Price, who, going into 
the meeting said she was “not sure if there would be much of a purpose of having the Tribes 
participate as they have their own watershed plans.” However, she was convinced by the 
information presented at the meeting that the collaboration would serve to protect one of the 
tribes’ top priorities: fish populations. She said she realized the WRP network and the tribes have 
similar goals to clean up the Smurfit site (of contamination from a former container manufacturer 
adjacent to the river) and restore the Clark Fork. At the end of the meeting, Mary said she would 
like to be engaged in the WRP project, and that the way the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes could contribute is through support (which could potentially lead to funding opportunities 
and social/political clout). She said that federal agencies begin to pay attention when tribes 
weigh in on a project that pertains to reserved rights (fishing rights, in this case). This is a great 
example of the power of collaboration; where working together helps to jointly achieve efforts 
and bring together shared resources. 
I have developed many useful skills from working on the WRP project. Before I started 
this work, I had very little knowledge about what a WRP even was, or what any of the relevant 
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documents were (e.g. TMDLs and WQIPs). I have come very far in my understanding of watershed 
restoration terminology, and now have extensive knowledge about river restoration and pollutants. 
Learning to condense 700-page documents into short, easily readable summaries is a very useful 
skill I am confident will contribute to other projects in the future. In nearly any field, there is 
always a need to better consolidate information and make it more consumable for the public. I also 
was introduced to many important stakeholders in the area and created many connections that 
could be helpful for a career in watershed restoration. The organizer of the project also did a great 
job at meetings giving me credit for the work. I was recognized as a fellow participant, not just an 
“intern” or “note taker”. Since the project, she has specifically connected me to jobs and 
opportunities in other realms for post-graduation. 
Currently, the WRP project is about half-way finished. There are a few meetings of the 
technical expert team tentatively planned in the summer to discuss the data from the public 
meeting, and the next steps moving forward on the WRP. The WRP will be written in part by the 
team, and in part by Vicki Watson and her graduate student intern(s). The WRP is projected to be 
completed by Summer 2020, and soon after its completion, there will be potential for many 
suggested projects to be funded through 319 funding. 
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Improvement Plan 
 
Summary of Central Clark Fork Tributaries TMDLs and Water Quality Improvement Plan 
Prepared for Central Clark Fork Watershed Restoration Plan Stakeholders by Meghan Neville.  
Introduction  
The Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDLs and Water Quality Improvement Plan (TMDL/WQIP) 
was written by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality in 2014 and is 697 pages long. The 
water quality restoration objective for the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries Project Area is to reduce 
identified pollutant loads in order to meet the water quality standards and TMDL (total maximum daily 
load) targets for full recovery of beneficial uses for all impaired streams. Based on the assessment 
provided in the TMDL/WQIP plan, the TMDL targets can be achieved through proper implementation of 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
This document serves as a condensed version of the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL/WQIP, 
and it aims to educate its readers about watershed impairment causes, sources, and restoration approaches; 
guidance for monitoring and data collection; and current and past projects in the Central Clark Fork Basin 
project area. 
Key elements of this TMDL/WQIP & other relevant documents will be used to create a Watershed 
Restoration Plan (WRP) for the Central Clark Fork Basin Project Area. A WRP can provide a framework 
strategy for water quality restoration and monitoring in the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL 
Project Area, focusing on how to meet conditions that will likely achieve the TMDLs noted here and 
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presented in the Improvement Plan document. The WRP can also address additional water quality and 
watershed health issues of interest to local communities and stakeholders. 
Project Area TMDLs 
Within the Central Clark Fork Basin Project Area, TMDLs were completed for nine waterbody segments 
for sediment (Flat, WF Petty & Petty, Grant, Cramer, 10 Mile, Deep, Mulkey, Rattler), eight waterbody 
segments for nutrients (Dry, Nemote, WF Petty, Stony, Grant, 10 Mile, Deep, Rattler), three waterbody 
segments for temperature (Nemote, Petty, Grant), and one for turbidity (Trout). Table 1.1 lists the streams 
impaired by pollutants, and shows their impairment causes, pollutant categories, and impairment sources. 
Table 1.2 lists those streams that are impaired by non-pollutants, most of which are also impaired by 
pollutants. Unimpaired or unaddressed reaches include Tamarack, Cedar, Lost, Oregon Gulch, Fish, 
South Fork Fish, Cache, Reservoir, Madison Gulch, Eds, Johns, Printers, Rattlesnake, Mill, Sixmile, and 
Hall Gulch. The map below shows the impaired stream locations within the project area. 
  
Figure 1. Location and streams of the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1.1  Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL impaired by pollutants.  
 Streams are listed from upstream to downstream; all streams are impaired from headwaters to 
mouth (Shown on next page). 
 
16 
 
Waterbody 
Location  
Impairment Causes and  
% Load Reduction  
called for in TMDL 
Impairment Sources  
Rattler Gulch 
(tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Granite 
County) 
Total Phosphorus (75%) Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.1) 
Sedimentation/siltation (50%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Alteration in streamside or 
littoral vegetative covers, low 
flow alterations 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Mulkey Creek 
(tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Granite 
County) 
Sedimentation/siltation (51%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Deep Creek 
(tributary of 
Bear Creek, 
tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Granite 
County) 
Chlorophyll-a, nitrate/nitrite 
(N) 
 
Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.2). 
Sedimentation/siltation (44%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Low flow alterations Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Tenmile 
Creek 
(tributary of 
Bear Creek; 
tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Granite 
County) 
Total phosphorus (83%) Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.3) 
Sedimentation/siltation (48%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Alteration in streamside or 
littoral vegetative covers 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Cramer Creek 
(tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Missoula 
County) 
 
Sedimentation/siltation (57%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Physical substrate habitat 
alterations 
Contributing activities and described in Appendix 
AA.2 
Grant Creek 
(tributary of 
the Clark 
Excess algal growth, 
nitrate/nitrite, Total Nitrogen 
Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.4) 
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Fork River in 
Missoula 
County) 
(46%), water temperature 
(4%) 
Sedimentation/siltation (36%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment, 
Construction Storm Water Permit, Industrial Storm 
Water Permit (See Appendix AA.1) 
Alteration in streamside or 
littoral vegetative covers, low 
flow alterations 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Petty Creek 
(tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Missoula 
County) 
Sedimentation/siltation 
(32%), water temperature 
(6%) 
Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment, 
Construction Storm Water Permit, Industrial Storm 
Water Permit (See Appendix AA.1) 
Alteration in streamside or 
littoral vegetative covers, low 
flow alterations 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
West Fork 
Petty Creek 
(tributary of 
Petty Creek, 
tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Missoula 
County) 
Total Phosphorus (36%) and 
Chlorophyll-a 
Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.5) 
 
Sedimentation/siltation (25%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Stony Creek 
(tributary of 
Ninemile 
Creek, 
tributary of 
the Clark 
Fork River in 
Missoula 
County) 
Total Phosphorus (11%) Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment, Missoula MS4 
stormwater discharge (See Appendix A.6) 
Nemote 
Creek 
(tributary of 
Clark Fork 
River in 
Mineral 
County) 
Total Nitrogen (49%), Total 
phosphorus (14%), 
chlorophyll-a, water 
temperature (19%) 
Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.7) 
low flow alterations Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Trout Creek 
(tributary of 
Turbidity and sediment Leachate from a waste pond; silviculture activities, 
mining activities (see Appendices AA.1 and B.3) 
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Approaches to Reducing Impairments – listed by Cause of Impairment 
Reducing Sediment Loading: 
Sediment TMDLs have been written for nine streams listed as impaired in the Central Clark Fork Basin 
Tributaries TMDL Project Area. An effective sediment restoration strategy for applying appropriate 
BMPs will help address sediment and other causes of impairment. The goal of the sediment restoration 
strategy is to limit the availability, transport, and delivery of excess sediment by a combination of 
minimizing sediment delivery, reducing the rate of runoff, and intercepting sediment transport. More 
information on sediment restoration activities and approaches can be found in Appendix B.1. 
Reducing Nutrient Loading: 
An effective nutrient restoration strategy is needed for these streams in order to implement BMPs to meet 
the established TMDLs. The goal of the nutrient restoration strategy is to reduce nutrient input to stream 
channels by increasing the filtering and uptake capacity of riparian vegetation, decreasing the amount of 
bare ground, and limiting the transport of nutrients from rangeland, cropland, and mined areas (including 
impoundments and other storage facilities). A detailed nutrient restoration approach can be found in 
Appendix B.2. 
Reducing Turbidity: 
A turbidity TMDL has been written for Trout Creek. An effective restoration strategy for turbidity is 
needed for Trout Creek in order implement BMPs to meet the established TMDLs. Turbidity is often 
associated with excess suspended sediment or solids and, therefore linked to a sediment impairment. The 
Clark Fork 
River in 
Mineral 
County) 
 
Alteration of Physical 
substrate and/or streamside or 
littoral vegetative covers 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Flat Creek 
(tributary of 
Clark Fork 
River in 
Mineral 
County) 
Sedimentation/siltation (15%) Roads, Streambank erosion, upland sediment (See 
Appendix AA.1) 
Physical substrate habitat 
alterations 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
Dry Creek 
(tributary of 
Clark Fork 
River in 
Mineral 
County) 
 
Total Nitrogen (44%) Agriculture, Silviculture, Mining, Subsurface 
Wastewater Disposal and Treatment (See Appendix 
A.8) 
Alteration in streamside or 
littoral vegetative covers, low 
flow alterations 
 
Contributing activities identified and described in 
Appendix AA.2 
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restoration strategy addresses excess turbidity associated with suspended sediment and solids by 
minimizing sediment delivery, reducing the rate of runoff, and intercepting sediment transport. More 
details on the approach can be found in Appendix B.3. 
Addressing Non-pollutant Causes of Impairment: 
Although TMDL development is not required for impairments caused by non-pollutants, they are 
frequently linked to pollutants, and addressing non-pollutant causes, such as, flow, habitat alterations, 
channelization, and degradation of riparian areas, wetlands and floodplains, is an important component of 
TMDL implementation. More on non-pollution approaches can be found in Appendix B.4. 
Protecting and Restoring Riparian Areas, Wetlands, and Floodplains:  
Healthy and functioning riparian areas, wetlands, and floodplains are critical for wildlife habitat, 
groundwater recharge, reducing the severity of floods and upland and streambank erosion, and filtering 
pollutants from runoff. The performance of the above named functions is dependent on the connectivity 
of riparian areas, wetlands, and floodplains to both the stream channel and upland areas. Human activities 
affecting the quality of these transitional habitats or their connectivity can alter their performance and 
greatly affect the transport of water, sediments, and contaminants (e.g., channelization, increased stream 
power, bank erosion, and habitat loss or degradation). Therefore, restoring, maintaining, and protecting 
riparian areas, wetlands, and floodplains within the watershed should be a priority of TMDL 
implementation in the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area. Reduction of riparian 
and wetland vegetative cover by various land management activities is a principal cause of water quality 
and habitat degradation in watersheds throughout Montana. Although implementation of passive BMPs 
that allow riparian and wetland vegetation to recover at natural rates is typically the most cost-effective 
approach, active restoration (i.e., plantings) may be necessary in some instances. More details on the 
riparian areas, wetlands, and floodplains approach can be found in Appendix B.5. 
  
Approaches to Reducing Impairments -- listed by Source: 
Agricultural Sources: 
Reduction of pollutants from upland agricultural sources can be accomplished by limiting the amount of 
erodible soil, reducing the rate of runoff, and intercepting eroding soil and runoff before it enters a 
waterbody. Not all agricultural sources of pollutants discussed in this section were identified in the 
Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area; however, the recommendations below provide 
a useful guideline for a variety of agricultural activities. The main BMP recommendations for the Central 
Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area include nutrient management plans, irrigation water 
management plans, riparian buffers, wetland restoration, and vegetative filter strips, where appropriate. 
These methods reduce the rate of runoff, promote infiltration of the soil (instead of delivering runoff 
directly to the stream), and intercept pollutants. Three key approaches addressed in the TMDL pertain to 
grazing, flow and irrigation, and cropland. Agriculture approaches are expanded on in Appendix C.1. 
Forestry and Timber Harvest Sources: 
The Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area has been impacted by recent and historical 
timber harvest activities. The Montana Forestry BMPs cover timber harvesting and site preparation, 
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harvest design, other harvesting activities, slash treatment and site preparation, winter logging, and 
hazardous substances. Increased use, construction, and maintenance of unpaved roads associated with 
forestry and timber harvest activities should be addressed with appropriate BMPs. Noxious weed control 
should be actively pursued in all harvest areas and along all forest roads. More information on the 
Forestry and Timber Harvest Approach can be found in Appendix C.2. 
Residential/Urban Development Sources: 
There are multiple sources and pathways of pollution to consider in residential and urban areas. 
Destruction of riparian areas, pollutants from both functioning and failing septic systems, and stormwater 
generated from impervious areas and construction sites are discussed further in Appendix C.3. 
Mining Sources: 
Like much of Montana, the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area has a legacy of 
mining that continues today. Mining activities may have impacts that extend beyond increased metal 
concentrations in the water. Channel alteration, riparian degradation, and runoff and erosion associated 
with mining (especially historic placer mining) can lead to sediment, habitat, nutrient, and temperature 
impacts as well. The need for further characterization of impairment conditions and loading sources is 
examined in Appendix C.4. 
Data and Monitoring Needs 
Strengthening Source Assessment 
In the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area, the identification of pollutant sources 
was conducted largely through reviewing and analyzing available data, tours of the watershed, 
assessments of aerial photographs, the incorporation of GIS information, and the review of published 
scientific studies. In many cases, assumptions were made based on known watershed conditions and 
extrapolated throughout the project area. As a result, the level of detail often does not provide specific 
areas on which to focus restoration efforts, only broad source categories to reduce pollutant loads from 
each of the discussed streams and sub-watersheds. 
Strategies for strengthening source assessments for each of the pollutant categories are outlined in 
Appendix D.1 by sediment, temperature, nutrients, and turbidity. 
Consistent Data Collection and Methodologies 
Within the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area, suggestions are provided for 
strengthening data collection and methodologies, in order to promote consistency in project areas. 
Consistent data collection strategies are detailed in Appendix D. 2, sorted by sediment, temperature, 
nutrients. 
  
Monitoring Guidelines 
As restoration activities are implemented, monitoring is valuable to determine if restoration activities are 
improving water quality, instream flow, and aquatic habitat and communities. Monitoring can help 
attribute water quality improvements to restoration activities and ensure that restoration activities are 
functioning effectively. Restoration projects will often require additional maintenance after initial 
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implementation to ensure functionality. It is important to remember that degradation of aquatic resources 
happens over many decades and that restoration is often also a long-term process. An efficiently executed 
long-term monitoring effort is an essential component to any restoration effort. Objectives for future 
monitoring for the Central Clark Fork Basin Tributaries TMDL Project Area are provided in Appendix 
D.3.  
Completed and Ongoing Projects 
Increased shading from riparian vegetation reduces sunlight hitting the stream and, thus reduces the heat 
load to the stream. Shade targets were developed to provide temperature control on Petty, Nemote, and 
Grant Creek. Two different approaches were used to meet these targets. For Petty Creek, the approach is 
based on a riparian buffer target that will provide the effective shade consistent with a naturally occurring 
condition. For Nemote and Grant, DEQ used a new approach, identifying reaches where the riparian 
shade is likely at potential and setting corresponding average effective shade as the target for the shade-
deficient reaches. These approaches and efforts are detailed in Appendix E.1. 
The Ninemile Planning Area listed water quality in the watershed as impaired, with causes of 
impairments including flow alterations, habitat alterations, sedimentation/siltation, and metals (copper, 
lead, zinc, and mercury). The most significant probable sources for these impacts to water quality stem 
from erosion and sediment loading and can be linked to historic placer mining and other resource 
extraction, transportation infrastructure, and agricultural practices. The fires of 2000 and historical timber 
harvests contributed appreciable quantities of sediment to Ninemile Creek. Primary sources include: 
Mining and Resource Extraction, Transportation Infrastructure, and Agriculture. A 72-page Watershed 
Restoration Plan was written in 2013 for the Ninemile Creek TMDL Planning Area and includes 
restoration strategies. 
St. Regis Watershed stakeholders are currently working on a Watershed Restoration Plan for that 
watershed. 
  
*Appendices retracted for length 
Appendix 2B: Summary of Removal Action: Flat Creek/Iron Mountain Mine 
  
Summary of Removal Action: Flat Creek/Iron Mountain Mine 
(Draft Prepared by Meghan Neville, 1/2019) 
The Removal Action: Flat Creek/Iron Mountain Mine document was prepared for the Montana Department 
of Environmental Quality, U.S. Forest Service, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, by Pioneer 
Technical Services, Inc., in 2018 and is 64 pages long, with an approximately 3000 page appendix. This 
document serves as a condensed version of the Removal Action: Flat Creek/Iron Mountain Mine document, 
and it aims to educate its readers about the location, purpose, and process of the Flat Creek/Iron Mountain 
Mine removal project. 
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The Montana Department of Environmental Quality/Remediation Division (DEQ) conducted a Removal 
Action (RA) for the Flat Creek/Iron Mountain Mill site (IMM) Operating Unit 2 (OU2) located north of 
Superior, Mineral County, Montana. The Site was added to the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund 
sites on September 23, 2009. An Action Memorandum was issued by the Montana DEQ and the United 
States Forest Service, Northern Region (USFS) in April 2016 recommending and requesting a Non-Time 
Critical Removal Action for OU2.  The Montana Environmental Trust Group (METG) owns the upper 
section of the Flat Creek/IMM, OU2. The USFS owns the lower section of the OU2. DEQ owns the land 
used for the repository. 
Location 
OU2 encompasses the former IMM complex near the intersection of Flat Creek and Hall Gulch in addition 
to Flat Creek and the adjacent floodplain to a point on USFS land approximately 0.4 miles north of the Flat 
Creek/Mullan Road intersection in Superior (see Map below). Flat Creek Road was used as the primary 
access road and is County owned and maintained to an intersection with a private residence access road 
approximately 2 miles north of town. The private residence road branches northeast for approximately 0.3 
miles and provided construction access to a portion of the floodplain. 
 
Purpose 
Site contamination resulted from historic hard rock mining and milling operations in the area. The IMM 
operated from 1909-1930 and from 1947-1953 processing silver, gold, lead, copper, and zinc ores. The 
purpose of this removal action project was to limit human and environmental exposure to the contaminants 
of concern (Arsenic, Antimony, Cadmium, Copper, Lead, and Zinc), reduce the mobility and migration of 
these contaminants, and mitigate impacts to the environment and local surface water. The reclamation 
project plan involved removal of waste materials from designated areas and placement in a constructed 
repository. Prior to the start of removal activities in 2016, OU2 contained tailings deposits of varying widths 
and depths near the Flat Creek stream channel and spanning across the floodplain in deposits of varying 
depths resulting from a numerous tailings dams utilized during historic mining and milling operations. 
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Construction 
Construction was completed between October 24, 2016 and December 1, 2017. General project tasks to 
accomplish the objectives were installing and maintaining haul roads; clearing and grubbing timber and 
other vegetation; disposing of debris in a licensed landfill; developing a repository; excavating, hauling, 
placing, and compacting tailings; constructing and regrading the floodplain; constructing streambanks and 
channel embankments; and revegetating the disturbed areas. 
The stream channel and floodplain are located in a confined valley surrounded by steep slopes. Several 
temporary access roads were constructed to access the work on the floodplain. To access the tailings 
excavation areas within the floodplain, a significant amount of work was dedicated to clearing the timber 
and vegetation. The contractor logged the area and selectively handled slash for burning. Due to potential 
metals contamination, tree stumps that remained after cutting operations were selectively handled during 
tailings excavation operations, delivered to the repository location, shredded with a large-scale grinder, 
and placed in the repository with tailings. All logs were hauled off site for use as merchantable timber or 
timber by-products. 
Post Construction 
All tasks described in the Contract Specifications were completed to the satisfaction of Pioneer and DEQ. 
Follow-up work will be required in 2018 to seed and fertilize areas completed in late fall of 2017 but not 
seeded, as well as cover stockpile area with remaining RA stockpiled cover soil. 
Tailings/impacted soils excavation was completed per the removal action objectives set forth in the 2015 
Flat Creek Iron Mountain Mine NPL Site – Flat Creek OU2 Engineering Evaluation Cost Analysis 
(EE/CA). A portable x-ray fluorescence analyzer was used in the field to determine if the post-removal 
surface met the removal action described in the Flat Creek/Iron Mountain Mine NPL Site Operable Unit 2 
Removal Action Construction Quality Assurance Plan (CQAP). Initial tailings excavation operations to 
planned design depths were sampled and analyzed to determine if contaminants of concern were being 
removed. 
Tailings and impacted native soils encountered at depth were excavated and placed in the Wood Gulch 
Repository. All excavated areas were regraded and covered with a 2-foot minimum layer of clean general 
backfill material and then covered with a 1-foot layer of clean, imported cover soil. The results revealed 
that the excavation depths determined by tailings characterization efforts completed by others and provided 
to Pioneer were not deep enough to capture the entirety of the tailings body and tailings impacted subgrade 
as a whole. In the majority of project areas, tailings were excavated to depth a minimum of 2 feet below the 
planned base of tailings per the CQAP requirements. In some project areas, tailings were excavated as much 
as 5 feet below the planned base of excavation. This over-excavation caused concern that not enough space 
would be available in the repository to account for the additional volume, as well as budgetary concerns for 
additional costs associated with excess volume. 
To establish a system for field characterization to handle additional tailings encountered at depth, Pioneer, 
DEQ, and MCC worked together to develop a system to determine excavation depth. All excavations were 
well below the design removal surface and all areas received a minimum of 3- feet of total cover soil. 
As defined by the CQAP and Contact Documents, the removal action goals were met for the Flat Creek/Iron 
Mountain Mine Operable Unit 2 Removal Action. While some individual sample locations did not meet the 
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removal action goals for one or more metals, the calculated average and geomean concentrations were 
below the removal action goals for all metals of concern for the operable unit as a whole. The removal 
action resulted in an overall reduction of metal concentrations by 66% to 100%, which indicate a successful 
removal of the original tailings. All excavated areas were backfilled with a two-foot minimum layer of 
clean general backfill material and then covered with a one-foot layer of clean, imported cover soil, greatly 
reducing exposure risks. 
Follow-Up 
Maintenance or follow-up of the site will be determined based on post-remediation monitoring performed 
by DEQ. Fencing, gates, and brush obstructions have been installed to limit public access to the haul road 
and to other areas of the Project. 
  
Appendix 1C: Summary of Silver Bow Creek and Clark Fork River Metals TMDL 
Summary of 
Silver Bow Creek and Clark Fork River Metals TMDL 
And Bonita-Superior Metals TMDL 
  
Summarized by Meghan Neville & Vicki Watson, 11/2018 
Introduction  
The Silver Bow Creek and Clark Fork River Metals TMDL was written by the Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) in 2014 and is 174 pages long. TMDL (total maximum daily load) 
documents identify water quality impairments, their causes and sources, and estimate how much loading 
must be reduced to restore water quality. The Clark Fork mainstem was found to be impaired by metals, 
from its headwaters to its confluence with the Flathead. In addition, a Bonita-Superior Metals TMDL 
(2013, 124 pages) was developed to address four tributaries of the Central Clark Fork that are metal-
impaired  (Cramer Creek, Wallace Creek, Flat Creek and Hall Gulch).  This document summarizes 
information from both of those Metals TMDLS to inform stakeholders about metals-impaired 
waterbodies in the Central Clark Fork Project Area (from Flint Creek to the Flathead), sources of metals 
(historic mining and smelting), and remediation and restoration strategies proposed by DEQ. 
This document and others will help inform the creation of a Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP) for the 
Central Clark Fork Basin Project Area. A WRP can provide a strategic framework for water quality 
restoration and monitoring in the Central Clark Fork Basin, focusing on how to meet the goals of these 
Metals TMDLs, and goals presented in other TMDLs for this area as well as other water quality issues of 
interest to local communities and stakeholders. 
Background 
Since the 1860’s, the Butte/Anaconda area conducted mining, milling and smelting on an industrial scale 
seldom seen in the United States. Mill tailings were disposed of in and alongside Silver Bow Creek for 
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decades. Major floods in the early part of the 20th century washed large volumes of tailings downstream, 
and redeposited them in streambank and streambed deposits of Silver Bow Creek and the Clark Fork 
River. Tailings deposited in the then-newly constructed Milltown Reservoir dramatically reduced the 
reservoir’s storage capacity. In 1980, Congress passed the federal Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), which generated tax-based funds to designate, 
study and remediate “Superfund” sites. Multiple Clark Fork Basin sites from Butte to Milltown were 
added to the National Priorities List of CERCLA sites in 1983. While most of the metal loading in the 
Clark Fork mainstem comes from the Butte/Anaconda area, numerous small mines in the headwaters of 
tributaries have contributed to impairments of those tributaries and some have become state or federal 
superfund sites, or state priorities for cleanup. 
Central Clark Fork Project Area 
The Central Clark Fork Project area extends from the river’s confluence with Flint Creek (near 
Drummond) to the confluence with the Flathead River (near Paradise) and includes those tributaries that 
do not have their own TMDLs or WRPs. Most of those tributaries are not known to be impaired by 
metals.  Streams in the Central Clark Fork basin that are considered metal-impaired are:  the Clark Fork 
mainstem, and its tributaries Flint Creek, Cramer Creek, Wallace Creek, Flat Creek and Hall Gulch, Rock 
Creek and the Bitterroot, Blackfoot and Little Blackfoot Rivers. However, most of these streams have 
their own WRPs that address their issues.  Some tributaries of Ninemile Creek are also considered to be 
impaired by metals, but the Ninemile Creek WRP addresses those issues. Hence the Central Clark Fork 
WRP will focus on impairments by metals of the Clark Fork mainstem, and Cramer, Wallace, and Flat 
Creeks and Hall Gulch. See maps 1 & 2. 
  
Map 1: Streams under TMDL Development in CCF Project Area 
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The Central Clark Fork River is classified as B-1, meaning the waters should be suitable for all of these:  
drinking, culinary, and food processing purposes, after conventional treatment; bathing, swimming, and 
recreation; growth and propagation of salmonid fishes and associated aquatic life, waterfowl and 
furbearers; and agricultural and industrial water supply.  Metals concentrations exceeding the aquatic life 
and/or human health standards can impair support of these uses including: aquatic life, cold water 
fisheries, drinking water, and agriculture. Within aquatic ecosystems, metals can have a toxic or 
carcinogenic effect on biota (especially those metals that biomagnify). Likewise, humans and wildlife can 
suffer acute and chronic effects from consuming water or fish with elevated metals concentrations. 
Because high metals concentrations can be toxic to plants and animals, impaired irrigation or stock water 
may affect agricultural uses. Although arsenic is a metalloid, it is treated as a metal for TMDL 
development due to the similarity in sources, environmental effects, and restoration strategies. The DEQ’s 
TMDLs evaluated each pollutant group by the most sensitive uses, to ensure protection of all designated 
uses and/or aquatic life. 
Montana has historically used a water quality standard for metals based on the total recoverable fraction 
(dissolved metals plus particulate bound metals recovered with a given digestion procedure). 
The USGS has recently completed a long-term analysis of water-quality trends in the Upper Clark Fork 
basin. The study identified trends in sequential 5-year periods (1996–2001; 2001–2005; 2006–2010), and 
demonstrated that remediation of Silver Bow Creek and Butte is producing measurable water quality 
gains throughout the project area. It also suggests that the remediation of the Clark Fork River 
streambanks will result in continued improvement in coming years. 
  
Map 2: Metals TMDLs Prepared for Silver Bow Creek and the Clark Fork River, segments shown in 
different colors. 
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Impairment by River Segment 
As required by the Clean Water Act, the Montana DEQ prepares a biennial Integrated Water Quality 
Report (IR) to present the status of water quality for waterbodies under state jurisdiction. Specifically, the 
IRs describe the condition and trends of Montana’s streams and lakes, contaminants found in 
groundwater, and the safety of drinking water during the previous 2-year period. All the metals 
impairments described below are listed in the 2012 Integrated Report. 
  
Clark Fork River from Flint Creek to the Blackfoot River (See Map 2) 
This segment is impaired by arsenic and metals: cadmium, copper, iron, lead, and zinc. TMDLs address 
these and mercury. Targets for cadmium, iron, lead, and zinc are generally met during low flow 
conditions. Copper exceeds the target by the greatest degree throughout the year, and requires reductions 
of up to 92% during high flow. Arsenic exceeds targets throughout the year, although concentrations are 
closer to the target during low flow.  Tributary Cramer Creek is impaired by arsenic, barium, cobalt, 
copper, lead and mercury. Wallace Creek is impaired by copper and zinc. 
Clark Fork River from the Blackfoot River to Rattlesnake Creek (See Map 2) 
This segment is impaired by copper and lead.  TMDLs have been developed for these and for arsenic, 
cadmium, iron, and zinc. The targets for cadmium, iron, lead, and zinc are generally met during low flow 
conditions. Copper consistently exceeds the target by the greatest degree throughout the year, and requires 
reductions of up to 91% during high flow. Arsenic concentrations are largely below the target, with 
occasional exceedances under all flow conditions. 
Clark Fork River from Rattlesnake Creek to Fish Creek (See Map 2) 
This segment is impaired by arsenic, cadmium, and copper. More recent data compilation, collection and 
analysis demonstrate the need for copper, iron, and lead TMDLs for this segment of the Clark Fork River. 
This segment of the Clark Fork River largely transports metals loads originating upstream in the Deer 
Lodge Valley, although there are point sources that discharge to this segment, and the Bitterroot River 
joins the Clark Fork in this reach. 
Clark Fork River from Fish Creek to the Flathead River (See Map 2) 
This segment is impaired by copper and lead. TMDLs have been developed for these and iron. 
Exceedances generally occur under high flow conditions, particularly for iron, lead and copper (which 
also exceed target at low flow).  As with all segments, most metal loading comes from the upper river, 
although there is a point source and an impaired tributary that discharge to this segment. Tributary Flat 
Creek is impaired by metals including: antimony, arsenic, cadmium, lead, mercury, and zinc, and its 
tributary Hall Gulch is impaired by antimony, arsenic, iron, lead and zinc. 
  
Metals Source Assessments 
The Clark Fork River mainstem upstream of Flint Creek (which enters at Drummond) is the major 
contributor of metals to the central Clark Fork River (below Flint Creek). Metal levels for each segment 
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was higher during high flow throughout the river, requiring greater load reductions to meet standards than 
during low flow.  
Metals sources in the Upper Clark Fork River basin include a complex assemblage of Superfund sites, 
point sources permitted under the MPDES, and nonpoint sources. Tributary streams draining mining 
districts also contribute metals to Silver Bow Creek and the Clark Fork River. The basin was the scene of 
mining, milling, and smelting on an industrial scale, which led to widespread metals contamination. 
Waste rock was near-ubiquitous in uptown Butte. Waste rock and tailings disposed of within or adjacent 
to Silver Bow Creek resulted in metals-rich floodplain and streambank sediments in Silver Bow Creek 
and the upper Clark Fork River. Smelting in the Anaconda area distributed metals and arsenic across the 
neighboring landscape and tributary streams. 
The Anaconda Company Smelter Site is adjacent to the TMDL project area and includes metals-impaired 
tributaries such as Warm Springs Creek and Lost Creek, as well as upland areas that drain to the Clark 
Fork River. However, associated remediation work in these tributaries is separate from work on Silver 
Bow Creek or the Clark Fork River.  Several MPDES-permitted wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) 
discharge directly into Silver Bow Creek or the Clark Fork River. Additionally, there are two small 
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) draining to Silver Bow Creek and the Clark Fork River: 
one in Butte and one in Missoula.  Several of these domestic WWTPs do not have effluent limits or 
sampling requirements for metals. In those cases, the effluent could not be characterized. To estimate the 
copper and lead loads contributed from these sources, DEQ used East Helena’s WWTP -- a well-studied 
domestic wastewater facility of similar age and with similar construction and plumbing. Specific 
assessments of sources in each stretch of the project area can be found in the Appendix. 
Natural background metals loading is usually a minor source. Downstream of the Blackfoot River, where 
tributary and other flow inputs to the Clark Fork River are influenced less by mineralized geology, natural 
background is estimated to correspond to one-half the method detection limit for each metal except for 
iron. 
Restoration Strategy 
Federal and state government agencies have funded and completed most of the reclamation associated 
with past mining, and thus statutory mechanisms and corresponding government agency programs will 
continue to have the leading role for future restoration. Rather than a detailed discussion of specific 
BMPs, the DEQ provided general restoration programs and funding sources applicable to mining sources 
of metals loading. These are summarized below: 
 Adaptive Management 
An adaptive management approach that revisits, confirms, or updates loading assumptions is vital to 
maintaining stakeholder confidence and participation in water quality improvement. Adaptive 
management uses updated monitoring results to refine loading analysis, to further customize monitoring 
strategies, and to develop a better understanding of impairment conditions and the processes that affect 
impairment. 
Superfund Authority in Silver Bow Creek, the Clark Fork River, and Flat Creek 
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CERCLA authorizes two kinds of response actions: short-term removals that require a prompt response, 
and long-term remediation actions that reduce environmental and health threats from hazardous substance 
releases. EPA may delegate remediation funding and responsibility for cleanup. 
Other Historical Mine Remediation Programs 
There are various remediation programs and approaches that can be or currently are being applied within 
tributary watersheds that drain to the Clark Fork River or Silver Bow Creek. The extent that these 
programs may be necessary will depend in part on the success of ongoing Superfund work in Silver Bow 
Creek and the Clark Fork River and the level of stakeholder involvement and initiative throughout the 
watersheds with impairment by metals. 
Remediation Effectiveness Monitoring 
Effectiveness monitoring is a major component of the Superfund efforts, and future data collection in the 
Clark Fork River and Silver Bow Creek is established under the RODs for these Superfund sites. DEQ 
recommends additional monitoring of mercury concentrations in the Clark Fork River. The impairment 
determinations were based on single exceedances of the human health target in segments with designated 
drinking water uses. DEQ will conduct a TMDL Implementation Evaluation (TIE) to determine whether 
water quality is improving as expected. The TIE process consists of compiling recent data, conducting 
additional monitoring when needed, completing target comparisons, summarizing the applied BMPs, 
determining the degree of TMDL achievement, and identifying water quality trends after TMDL 
development. If the TIE demonstrates the TMDL is being achieved, then the waterbody is recommended 
for a formal reassessment of its use-support status. If TMDLs are not being met, then DEQ evaluates the 
recent progress toward restoring water quality and the effectiveness of land, soil, and water conservation 
practices in place in the watershed. In addition to tracking remediation effectiveness, metals sampling in 
the Clark Fork River below the mouth of the Blackfoot River would help to track the status of use 
impairment in these segments. 
Metal Sources for river segments and tributaries of the Central Clark Fork basin  
The Metals TMDL states that upstream sources are the greatest source of metals for all the central Clark 
Fork River segments. And that for the lower 3 segments, natural background levels of metals are assumed 
to be half the method detection limit, except for iron which is assumed to be 50ug/L. The TMDL does not 
state what natural background levels are for the Flint to Blackfoot segment. 
Metal Sources in the Clark Fork’s Flint Creek to Blackfoot River Segment 
Superfund Sites Regulated Under CERCLA 
This entire segment is part of the Clark Fork River/Milltown Reservoir Superfund Site. The upstream end 
of this segment (Reach C – Bearmouth Canyon portion of the Superfund site) has relatively minor mine 
waste deposits. The downstream end of this segment includes the Milltown Reservoir site, which 
formerly included large volumes of metals-laden sediment that were deposited in the reservoir during the 
20th Century. These sediments were excavated and removed following the breaching of Milltown Dam in 
2008. During drawdown and subsequent excavation and stream channel reconstruction, some 
contaminated sediments probably contributed to elevated metals concentrations downstream.    
Drummond Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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The town of Drummond operates a wastewater treatment system that discharges to a facultative lagoon. 
As the system has an average design flow less than one million gallons per day and does not have any 
significant industrial contributors, it operates under a general domestic sewage treatment lagoon permit 
effective until December 31, 2017. No chemistry data are available to characterize the metals load in the 
discharge. 
Missoula MS4 
Under EPA’s Stormwater Phase II Rule, Missoula is regulated as a small MS4 under a DEQ general 
permit. The MS4 covers the urban limits, which includes Bonner. DEQ determined that all the stormwater 
in the Bonner portion of the MS4 drains northward into the Blackfoot River where no metals impairment 
conditions exist. 
In addition to the mainstem’s metal impairment, metals impaired tributaries to this segment include: Flint 
Creek, Cramer Creek, and Wallace Creek. Flint Creek is an appreciable source of metals load, especially 
mercury. 
Metal Sources to Wallace and Cramer Creeks, tributaries to the Clark Fork between Flint & 
Blackfoot 
Metal sources to Cramer Creek are abandoned silver-lead and manganese mines and ore mills. BLM 
reclaimed the site from 2001-2004, removing 130,000 cubic yards of mine waste. Wallace Creek had 
multiple small historic mines and a copper mill. No remedial actions have been performed. The old mill 
site has been used as a gravel pit. 
Metal Sources in the Clark Fork’s Blackfoot River to Rattlesnake Creek Segment 
Missoula MS4 
 Under EPA’s Stormwater Phase II Rule, Missoula is regulated as a small MS4 under a DEQ general 
permit. The MS4 covers the urban limits, which includes East Missoula and Hellgate. A minor portion 
(17%) of the Missoula MS4 permit area drains to this segment of the Clark Fork River. The MS4 permit 
requires sampling for representative commercial/industrial and residential areas for copper, lead and zinc, 
but not arsenic, cadmium, or iron. 
Metal Sources in the Clark Fork’s Rattlesnake Creek to Fish Creek Segment 
Missoula Wastewater Treatment Plant 
The Missoula WWTP is a domestic WWTF permitted to discharge to the Clark Fork River. The permit 
was under an administrative extension at the time of the TMDL. While it has no effluent limits for metals, 
the plant samples semi-annually for arsenic and total recoverable metals: antimony, beryllium, cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, and zinc (no data for iron). These 
loads are very small compared to in-river loads, particularly during high flows when impairment 
conditions are of concern. 
Missoula MS4 
Under EPA’s Stormwater Phase II Rule, Missoula is regulated as a small MS4 under a DEQ general 
permit. The MS4 permit area corresponds to the Missoula urban area, and includes areas managed by 
Missoula City and County, the University of Missoula, and Montana Department of Transportation. The 
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City of Missoula has primary responsibility for the permit, but the other entities are all co-permittees. 
Much of the stormwater generated within Missoula is managed by dry wells or sumps, which capture 
stormwater and drain it into the vadose zone, the unsaturated area below the ground surface and above the 
groundwater table. Areas such as the heart of downtown Missoula collect stormwater in storm sewers 
which discharge to surface water. The MS4 permit requires sampling for copper, lead and zinc, but not 
iron. 
Seaboard Foods, LLC 
Seaboard Foods, LLC has a MPDES permit to discharge from Daily’s Premium Meats, located in 
Missoula. The permit does not provide effluent limits for metals, but requires sampling for arsenic, 
cadmium, copper and lead. 
M2Green Redevelopment (formerly Stone Container Corporation) 
This permit was originally issued for a discharge of process wastewater from a pulp and paper plant. 
Stone Container Corporation operated the plant until 2010, and sold the property to M2Green 
Redevelopment in 2011. The MPDES permit was also transferred to M2Green in 2011. The majority of 
the former plant has been demolished, and M2Green is currently in the planning phase of a 
redevelopment project to create an industrial park. M2Green plans a WWTF to treat domestic wastewater 
from employee restroom and shower facilities, and modified the permit renewal application to allow 
discharge of domestic wastewater rather than industrial wastewater. The renewed permit was issued on 
March 14, 2014. 
Alberton Wastewater Treatment Plant 
The Town of Alberton’s WWTP had an administratively extended permit to discharge to the Clark Fork 
River at the time of this TMDL. The discharge was sampled semi-annually for arsenic, cadmium and 
copper in 2009 and 2010. The permit does not provide effluent limits for metals. Only one copper result 
was identified in EPA’s ICIS database, and was below water quality targets at the laboratory detection 
limit. No data are available for lead. However, an estimate may be made by using average concentrations 
from a community of similar age, with similar treatment technology, with copper and lead concentrations 
likely derived from residential plumbing, as is the case in Alberton. 
Metal Sources in the Clark Fork’s Fish Creek to Flathead River Segment 
Permitted Source: Superior Wastewater Treatment Plant 
 The town of Superior’s WWTF (MT0020664) is permitted to discharge to the Clark Fork River. The 
facility is located at Riverside Avenue, Superior. The permit does not provide effluent limits for metals, 
nor require any metals sampling. Therefore no data are available to characterize the effluent’s effect on 
metals in the Clark Fork River. However, an estimate may be made by using average concentrations from 
a community of similar age, with similar treatment technology, and copper and lead concentrations likely 
derived from residential plumbing, as is the case in Superior. 
Metal Sources to Flat Creek, tributary of the Clark Fork and Hall Gulch, tributary to Flat Creek 
The EPA placed the Flat Creek Iron Mountain Mine and Mill on Superfund’s National Priority List in 
2009.  The site is in the Flat Creek watershed, at Superior MT. There are historic mine tailings in the 
streambanks and streambed. As a result, Flat Creek is impaired by metals including: antimony, arsenic, 
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cadmium, lead, mercury, and zinc. The tributary drainage Hall Gulch had additional mines and a similar 
list of metal impairments. Of these, only lead impairs this segment of the Clark Fork River.  EPA, DEQ 
and USFS have carried out a series of remedial actions, and Mineral County adopted some institutional 
controls.  High flows in spring 2018 required some repairs of those remedial actions. Leakage from 
underground workings may require perpetual treatment. 
More information in the Bonita-Superior Metals TMDL  and in at this EPA web site. 
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/SiteProfiles/index.cfm?fuseaction=second.cleanup&id=0801914 
  
The entire Silver Bow Creek & Clark Fork River Metals TMDL document (174pp) can be seen at 
http://deq.mt.gov/Portals/112/Water/WQPB/TMDL/PDF/SilverBowCFRMetals/C01-TMDL-05a.pdf 
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Appendix 2 – Stakeholder Meeting Minutes 
Central Clark Fork Watershed Restoration Plan (CCF WRP) 
Kick-off stakeholder meeting 11-30-2018 at UM, November 30th 
Samantha Tappenback opened the meeting by welcoming the involvement of all in the CCF 
WRP: 
Sam showed a PowerPoint that explained the purpose of WRP’s, the elements required by EPA, 
& definition of terms (impairment, TMDL, WRP). 
Goals of the CCF WRP: engage stakeholders & incorporate diverse perspectives; Meet 
EPA/DEQ requirements and make it possible for central river groups to apply for 319 funds. 
Participants were asked to introduce themselves, their affiliation, and their experience with 
WRPs. 
Samantha Tappenback- Soil and Water Conservation Districts of MT - worked on multiple 
WRPs 
Eric Trum - Montana DEQ (administers 319 funds) - Has assisted several groups working on 
WRPs 
Heidi West - Missoula City Council - Has never worked on WRP - has worked on storm water 
utility plans 
Andrea Stanley- DNRC hydrologist (serves on Msl WQAC) -- has referenced WRPs and 
TMDLs 
Shane Hendrickson – USFS fisheries biologist, Lolo Forest’s 9 Mile and Seeley Lake ranger 
district - has worked on TMDLs in several basins 
Ladd Knotach – MT FWP fisheries biologist (Mineral & Missoula Counties) worked on TMDLs 
& planning; Serves on Missoula Conservation District 
Ethan Mace – DRNC hydrologist - works in water rights, has provided flow info for TMDLs 
Paul Parson- TU- restoration program, serves on Missoula Conservation District, worked on 9 
mile WRP, working on ST. Regis WRP 
Kylie Paul – Missoula County Community Planning Services (Parks Trails Open Lands) - 
natural resource scientist - Personally has no WRP experience, but her organization might 
Meghan Neville - Graduate student working on CCF WRP 
Vicki Watson - Professor Emeritus, UM Watershed Health Clinic, works with Clark Fork 
Kootenai Basin Council, member of many watershed groups, 35 years of studying the Clark 
Fork; has read some WRPs. 
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Kris Richardson – USFS hydrologist, Lolo Forest; worked on Thompson River WRP 
Dustin Walters–USFS hydrologist, Lolo Forest--worked on 9 mile & Lolo WRPs; working on St. 
Regis WRP 
Bob Hayes - City of Missoula storm water utility - has helped with reducing storm water 
pollution 
Steve Daggert-- serves on Eastern Sanders County Conservation District- worked on Thompson 
River WRP 
Dave Strohmaier – Missoula County Commissioner- involved in 9mile restoration work 
Jed Whitely -- Clark Fork Coalition project manager, worked on Bitterroot, Miller, and Lolo 
creek WRP 
John DeArment-- Clark Fork Coalition staff scientist –assisted with WRPs while worked at DEQ 
Dave Shively- UM Geography professor of environmental planning, on Executive Committee of 
CFKBC 
Travis Ross - Missoula Water Quality District & Clark Fork Kootenai River Basin Council; 
worked on Miller Creek WRP 
Morgan Valliant – Missoula Parks & Rec, open space program; working on damaged urban 
stream banks 
Holly Seymour - Graduate student, working on CCF WRP 
Mary Price - Scientist for CSKT - fisheries, water restoration; assigned by tribe to be liaison to 
this WRP process 
  
Sam (returns to PowerPoint presentation):  Purpose of this meeting: To capture the 
knowledge/expertise in this watershed, Identify technical resource people, available information 
& information gaps, make sure we aren’t missing key information. We’d like assistance in 
prioritizing projects- developing a ranking process. Need to identify information and resources 
necessary to make it a usable document. Need people willing to write draft sections of the WRP 
(parts that interest you). 
*passed around notepaper and asked for written comments* 
Showed Map of Central Clark Fork and tributaries: 13 tributaries and the mainstem listed as 
impaired by pollutants. 
In addition streams impaired by non-pollutants (not on the TMDL): Tamarack Cedar, Fish, 
Rattlesnake, Mill, 6 Mile. 
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Streams listed as fully supporting: Oregon Gulch, south fork of Fish Creek, and Rock, Lost & 
Cache creeks 
Eric Trum: in answer to question, defined non pollutant impairments – habitat alterations.  Fish 
creek is good example: impaired by Physical substrate habitat alterations. When it was assessed 
in 2003, it met sediment targets. Doesn’t mean it doesn’t need improvement. Low bull trout 
numbers etc. For purposes of WRP, if it’s impaired, we can provide 319 funding. Important to 
restore beneficial uses. 
Vicki Watson: Manipulation of stream flows is another example of nonpollutant impairment –a 
major one in this area 
Ladd Knotek: There isn’t a stream in the project area that doesn’t have some sort of impairment 
– even if not formally recognized. Even though this area has no WRP, it is one of the most active 
restoration areas of the state (possibly second only to the Blackfoot). 
Eric Trum: As far as getting 319 funding, plan needs to address impairment. Most streams within 
this area can be linked to an impairment in a downstream waterbody. But it can address 
documented problems on any stream. [Even waterbodies not on the list] 
Sam: If a stream is not listed and not on a priority list, can it still get 319 funding? 
Eric: EPA has allowed for 10% of funds to go to non-impaired streams. Impaired streams will 
usually rank higher 
  
Ladd: Why were the streams on the list included, when others are not? 
Eric: Montana is huge and DEQ staff is relatively small. We don’t assess all waters – we have to 
prioritize assessing based on several factors including citizen interest. DEQ does not assess first 
order streams. And our priority is third order streams & higher and streams identified as a 
concern by FWP.  Between 40-60% of watersheds have been assessed. 
Ladd: and those streams were identified because people sent in comments? 
Eric: Probably, yes.  When the CCF Tributaries TMDL was done, it was the last under the 
lawsuit. Details on non-pollutant impairments left out. There are waterbodies that haven’t been 
assessed. DEQ tried to capture priority streams. 
Sam: When DEQ lists impaired streams in its integrated report, how is impairment determined if 
they haven’t been assessed since the early 2000s? 
Eric: The 303d list includes category 5 streams (impaired by a pollutant and has no TMDL). 
Once there is a TMDL, the stream is moved off that list (even though it is still impaired) and 
moved to category 4a (All TMDLs needed to rectify all identified threats or impairments have 
been completed and approved).  Occasionally streams are removed because standards change or 
work has been done to eliminate the impairment. 
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Vicki - so the map of Clark Fork basin TMDLs shows the whole basin has completed TMDLs. 
Does that mean all the streams have come off of the 303d list?   
Eric: Likely. But while there is a TMDL for every part of the CF basin, these may address some 
pollutants and not others. So a stream may still be on the 303d list because it is impaired by a 
pollutant not yet addressed in a TMDL (even though other pollutants do have a TMDL). 
Vicki: Is there a public online database where citizens can see which streams are still category 5 
and which are in other categories.  Especially, which streams are still impaired even though they 
have a TMDL. 
Eric: The Clean Water Act Information Center (CWAIC) is a great online tool (when it works). 
(Eric then demonstrates using DEQ’s water quality information website.) 
(Note:  CWAIC is online here    and instructions on using CWAIC are online here) 
It will tell you whether there is a TMDL, impairment causes and sources, and you can search by 
location, planning areas, impairment source, and impairment cause. The map will zoom and 
show all of the impaired streams, gives listing history and background, habitat data, chemistry 
data, what has been assessed (the map shows that a stream has been assessed for one thing, not 
necessarily for everything).  If you click on water quality monitoring data, you can see all the 
monitoring sites, there’s not a whole lot of data with each site. It’s a pretty useful tool, and it’s 
available to everybody. 
Equis is another DEQ database with more information, I can pull it if you would like me to, just 
let me know. 
Steve D: The reservation lands & streams are not included in the WRP process. Yet those lands 
drain to the central CF. 
 Eric: The tribes do their own water quality assessments & restoration.  They receive some 319 
funding, but not much. 
Vicki - this is a good time to introduce Mary Price from the tribes who arrived after the 
introductions. 
Mary - CSKT has their own water quality program and standards. Reservation lands drain to the 
Clark Fork, right above perma, there is one tributary that flows directly to the CF -- O’keefe 
creek (issues with nutrients/dioxin). 
I’m here today to find out how I can assist in the process. 
Vicki: Although the tribe’s management is focused on tribal land, they have historical interest in 
entire Clark Fork basin. 
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Mary - Yes, tribes have reserved rights to take fish, and this process is important to make sure 
fisheries are healthySteve D: There are two creeks in the lower river (Henry & Lynch) there were 
not included in the lower river WRP. Will they be included in the central CF WRP? 
Eric: I know that was a discussion early on, what do with Henry and Lynch creek. DEQ would 
like to see them included in a WRP. 
Vicki; Given that the central CF already includes 3 counties, we thought it would be 
unmanageable to include Sanders. However if we have a Sanders County stakeholder (i.e. Steve) 
heavily involved then maybe possible. However, might work better to have a WRP just for those 
streams. Sam could help since she works in that area. 
Steve: You might get better buy-in from stakeholders in the area with a WRP focused on that 
area (rather than part of the larger one). Sanders County CD has very low funding; don’t have 
much to contribute resource-wise for this project. 
Eric: Note the CWAIC has more resources for WRPs -- Recent imagery, shows roads etc. topo 
maps. 
Sam: we can post a link to CWAIC on the CCF WRP website, which is up and running thanks to 
the Coalition 
Vicki: shows website. Hosted by CFC. Has a long URL, but just use this 
www.tinyurl.com/centralclarkforkwrp  
The web site explains why the CCF needs a WRP in terms understandable to general public. 
While this stakeholder meeting is aimed at technical resource people, later meetings will focus 
on interested citizen stakeholders, and we want to have online resources understandable to them. 
The web site links to a map showing that this area is one of the few parts of the basin without a 
WRP, and another map showing the streams of greatest concern. 
The web site also provides links to very short summaries of several key background documents. 
Finally the web site asks for interested citizen stakeholders to provide their input on water 
resource issues and needed actions by asking them to take an online survey (linked from the 
site).  www.tinyurl.com/centralclarkforkwrpsurvey 
While ranking streams & projects is not solely a popularity contest, citizen interest and 
cooperation is a reasonable part of ranking projects (along with technical assessments of where 
you could get the most bang for your buck).  The survey is also designed to provide some 
information to those taking it. 
Given the size of area we plan to include in the WRP – it will be a challenge to keep the WRP to 
a manageable and effective length. I would like to see the WRP share brief summaries of the 
main conclusions & recommendations of the relevant TMDLs, then add that TMDLs don’t 
 
38 
 
address non-pollutant impairments or preventing new problems – while a WRP should. Climate 
change and development are expected to produce higher high flows (floods) and lower low flows 
(more dewatering). So we can expect to see impaired streams stressed more and healthy streams 
become impacted, hence the WRP could also point out the need to protect good quality streams, 
floodplains and wetlands and to restore damaged areas when possible – to avoid driving flows to 
greater extremes. I think the WRP should be more than a restoration plan, should also be a 
protection plan. 
  
In writing the WRP, we will seek input on prioritizing restoration (& protection) projects, and 
ask stakeholders for commitment of cooperation, funding, etc. 
Mary Price: Are 9 critical elements of a WRP on the CFC website? Is there a template for this 
WRP? 
Vicki- we can add Sam’s WRP info handout to the website (that handout has the 9 elements). 
Eric: DEQ has all of the accepted WRPs 
(http://deq.mt.gov/water/surfacewater/watershedrestoration) & TMDLs on our website. Linked 
through CWAIC. The TMDLs estimate how much pollutant can go in the waterbody and still 
meet water quality standards. WRPs can refine the source assessments provided by the TMDLs 
and address non-pollutant impairments and recommend protection actions. 
Sam: Paul Parson of TU has a PowerPoint on some stream restoration projects TU has done in 
the CCF. 
Paul: Thanks everybody. Like Ladd said, even though there isn’t a WRP for this region, it is 
probably the most active region for restoration. We have a lot of partners already doing work. I 
will highlight some of the work that has been done. We will start with Ninemile – which has a 
WRP and did get some 319 funding. Rob Roberts was important for getting the 9mile WRP 
done, it is an excellent document. 9mile had placer mine piles and a channelized stream with lots 
of runoff and excessive sediment loads. (Shows pictures before & after restoration work). 
In 2014 we reconstructed a more natural channel, converted the old dredge ponds to wetlands, 
and lowered the floodplain so the stream could access it again. This made the hydrograph less 
extreme (high flows not so high, low flows not so low). Beaver dams used to blow out every 
year, now they remain most years and beaver population is rebounding. 
Christine Bersett, UM grad student, did a groundwater study on the damaged reaches in the 
Ninemile and estimated that for every mile of valley restored, we got an additional 1.1 acre-feet 
of groundwater entering the stream in August. 
Rob Roberts: 9 mile is a good example because have to address TMDLs etc. to meet goals but 
can also address goals that go beyond the traditional water quality parameters. 
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Paul: So 9 Mile is an example of implementing a TMDL. Next I will show examples of working 
in this area with 303d listed and non-listed streams - with sediment, habitat, etc. impairments. 
We have streams in steep valleys where roads have to be near the stream. Cedar creek is extra 
bad because there was a road built on top of an old railroad bed which had to be straight and 
simply cut off meanders of the stream. This is a high gradient system, riprap had been used, and 
wood is flushed out every year. The road was on top of the floodplain so we relocated the road, 
reactivated the floodplain, added wood, (showed pictures of restoration project), added organic 
content and natural seed to floodplain. Now we have beavers moving into this area and building 
dams on the log structures we built in the stream. These dams activated more floodplains. A 
project we did on Cedar Creek in 2017 (photo) shows sediment being grabbed. 
John: do you have data on how the fishery responded? 
Ladd: Fish density goes up 5 to 7 times. We have a lot of data on this.  You go from straight 
featureless channel, to lots of complex structure, fish habitat, -- it’s the difference between night 
and day. 
Paul: we don’t do these projects lightly- not dumping in wood next to road. The projects are well 
thought out, surveyed, engineered. We base them on modeled flood events... Not random acts of 
restoration. (Shows pic of June on Fish Creek with road very close to stream). Fish Creek is not 
listed as impaired for sediment. But I can attest that it’s not healthy. Washes out every year. You 
can see this is a bedrock face that comes down. This year we took a lot of bedrock out and 
moved the road over and rebuilt channel. 
Eric Trum: Based on concerns raised in the WRP process, DEQ may reassess streams of concern 
and determine current impairment status. Any stream in the WRP area may be eligible for 319 
funding once the WRP is approved, but those listed as impaired by pollutants will usually be 
given a higher priority during the project application review process (more info here - 
http://deq.mt.gov/Water/SurfaceWater/NonpointSources) 
Steve: A big part of the WRP process is prioritization. Can revisit & change priorities.  Lower 
Clark watershed council has one central group well acquainted with whole project area- helps 
facilitate getting new projects done. 
Vicki: I’m hoping to make the WRP very modular, with a fairly short summary up front of the 
main goals, conclusions and recommendations (and links to relevant documents). The priority 
list could be an appendix (that could be periodically updated), and detailed descriptions of 
projects could each be an appendix. So if plans for one project changes, only that appendix gets 
changed. No need to go back and read the whole thing, just one module. 
Paul: Petty creek has multiple issues. Dewatering. erosion, sedimentation (listed as impaired for 
sediment & temperature). Undertook project this year. Rebuilt channels, planted vegetation. 
Highway is very close. Have done 9 sites along Petty. Reworked stream to reduce bank erosion. 
Cost effective way to do work. 
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Flat creek (at Superior) is an abandoned mine superfund site that is impaired for lead, zinc, 
arsenic, copper, cadmium. Big piles of mine waste dumped on or near the stream (occupying 
much of floodplain).  Backup drinking water for superior (?). 
DEQ manages the upper two miles of stream (ASARCO land) and last year removed 120 
thousand yards of tailings/mine waste & moved to a repository. 
TU is working downstream on FS land, and has focused on rebuilding the floodplain first, rather 
than removal. 
Vicki: I heard that the Flat Creek work got hit hard by the flooding in spring 2018. Did it undo 
stuff that had been done? 
Ladd - everything Paul had worked on stuck, the other work failed. 
Paul: DEQ’s objectives and approach were different from ours. 
Ladd: DEQ’s priority is removing contaminants. Don't often have funding to do the restoration 
work. Need to rebuild the natural channel function (as is being attempted in the upper Clark 
Fork). 
Eric: DEQ remediation program works under certain clean up constraints depending on 
ownership consent agreement. Once there is a WRP, 319 can provide more funding for 
addressing a broader scope of issues include stream restoration. Abandoned mines program 
funded a lot for projects in the past. 
Ladd- that’s where we need help -- facilitating more restoration. 
Shane: Transition between restoration and remediation is not always seamless. 
Paul: will take this whole room to make a project holistic. Need to think bigger, not focus on 
small spots 
Eric: Important part of this planning process – considering opportunities to get the most bang for 
your buck (& get more bucks). If you have a stream with abandoned mine issues, or fish species 
of concern you can get other funding for that , 319 can also fund projects in these waterbodies 
related to water quality impairments, 
Vicki- talking about hazardous substances, we want to get that stuff out fast before flooding 
spreads it over a wider area. 
Paul: We talk about time critical CERCLA projects, but these tailings have sat here for 100 
years. Let’s take the time to do the work properly. 
Vicki: MT climate assessment says bigger floods are coming so the tailings may move now.   
Paul: even more reason to think of these things holistically & do a good job on floodplain 
restoration. 
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Sam: One value of the WRP – when prioritizing projects – should be based on many values. 
Mary: The restoration work at superfund sites is typically funded by Natural Resource Damage 
settlement. Is a stakeholder here to bring into the discussion (ASARCO??) 
Paul: I think that’s a good idea. If they aren’t a good fit they’ll let us know. 
Mary: is all the waste on superfund land or on forest service land? 
Paul: Higher in the drainage there was a mill that would just dump waste into the drainage, and 
floods would wash those down to forest service and private lands. St. Louis creek had successful 
metal removal. 2 mines on Kennedy creek so 2 restoration projects, took out tailings and restored 
area. 
Mary: is the forest service pursuing damage claims?                   (Someone said yes). 
Paul: We have a plan for the next 2-3 years to get those metals out. 
We have long term plans for our projects. For 2019 - add logs and road relocation for Cedar 
Creek; road decommissioning for Fish Creek; Placer Mine Restoration for Ninemile Creek; Mine 
tailings Removal for Flat Creek. 
Dam removal for Rattlesnake Creek (there will still be habitat repair even after dam removal). 
 That’s what I have for the next couple of years. 
Sam: Thanks Paul, that was very informative. 
Vicki: The WRP could point out that ordinary citizens can support these efforts. Join TU; buy a 
fish license; on income taxes, check boxes for non-game wildlife support. 
Ladd: Most projects don’t struggle to get funded.    Vicki: are the funders’ big foundations? 
Ladd: Everyone -- from 319 to Northwest Energy 
Vicki: Avista?   Ladd: They work only up to Thompson Falls. 
Paul: You just have to get creative with your funding sources (state from coal tax) 
 Ladd: Different pots address different problems. Projects that benefit native fish are easier to 
fund. 
Paul: that's how you end up with great multi partner projects. Can't build habitat with abandoned 
mine money – have to use Future Fisheries money or 319 funding. One phase of 9 mile project 
had 8 funding sources. 
Eric: 9mile is a good example of all of these things coming together. Historical bull trout stream, 
mine impacted, reclamation development grants DNRC, water quality impairment, a perfect 
storm of problems that bring a lot of funds together. 
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Ladd: in the last 20 years, TU, FWP, USFS have had over 100 projects in this area. Types of 
projects evolve. When we have TU or engineering expertise, can tackle bigger, more challenging 
projects. Like Floodplain rebuilding, etc. 
Vicki: are you using Bonneville Environmental Foundation funding? 
Ladd: Bonneville Power Administration funding? It’s hard to get that here because there is no 
direct project, however it has been done. 
Vicki: BEF was founded in 1998 to support watershed restoration programs and develop new 
sources of renewable energy.[2] BEF is partnered with Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), 
but functions as an independent organization. 
Rob Roberts: There’s been talk about 319 funding being geographically focused in the 
future...did you talk about that? 
Eric: There has been a push to focus resources into certain watersheds.  To demonstrate 
measurable improvement in water quality, helps to have resources focused in certain areas. DEQ 
moving forward with Bitterroot watershed, lots of stakeholder interest makes for easier 
assessment and monitoring. 
The Strategic plan for 319 funding over next 20 years -- 25-50 % of funding will be focused on 
priority areas (level 1) like the Bitterroot. Level 2 areas are watersheds with a WRP or 
developing a WRP. Level 3 areas have no WRP or studies done. 
Rob: What does that mean for this group, putting up a lot of effort into this document to get 
funding from this source (319) 
Eric:   Project funding and staff resources will still be available in the CCF watershed (Level 2). 
Our interest is in improving water quality through voluntary restoration and protection activities. 
Where there is interest, we want to be able to support projects. However, we needed to develop 
priorities in order to show measurable improvements to water quality. This can be done by 
focusing resources with a smaller geographic area. 319 funding was zeroed out under past two 
presidential budget proposals, but Congress has maintained funding in the budgets they have 
passed.  
Some of the indicators we identified for selecting Level 1 Priority watersheds where we plan to 
focus a significant portion of our resources: 
·         Existing momentum with DEQ 
·         Ability to increase momentum with DEQ’s help 
·         Stakeholder interest 
·         DEQ’s ability to track change 
·         Traditional nonpoint source issues 
 
43 
 
·         Potential to reduce a community’s point source treatment costs 
·         Watershed Restoration Plan(s) in place 
·         Coinciding priorities with programs internal and external to DEQ 
Important metrics (such as improved riparian vegetation, fish, and flood plain access) are early 
indicators of improving water quality; water quality must improve before delisting impairment. 
A lot of the CCF watershed is Forest Service, often easier to get projects done on public land. 
Difficulty in engaging private landowners. Prioritize projects that are ready to go. Longer term 
strategy- conduct outreach to do more work on private land. 
Mary: are dewatered streams considered an impairment? 
Eric: flow alteration is a non-pollutant impairment. And many streams are listed as impaired by 
altered flows, but we are not listing new flow related impairments although flow does affect 
other types of impairments. 
Mary: I was thinking Petty Creek/Cedar Creek are dewatered….  Many people: Petty and cedar 
creek ARE dewatered! 
Paul: Series of faults run upstream of confluence. Many streams dewatered in summer naturally. 
Hard to tell how much is natural and how much is due to off stream use of water. 
Mary: doesn’t FWP have a list of dewatered streams? 
Vicki: I was told that has not been updated in a long time. 
Ladd: yes FWP has a dewatered stream list. But tough to know reason, irrigation vs natural 
Sam: That’s where there could be good opportunities to work with private landowners. On Cedar 
creek, when landowners found out there wasn’t a WRP, they were interested to know what they 
could do about it. If we are strategic about it, there are a lot of private landowners in the basin. 
Dave Strohmeier: I have to leave for another meeting. Thanks for organizing, Vicki. I look 
forward to engaging Missoula County in this process. 
Sam: That leads to our final discussion topics (last slide of the PowerPoint), 
How to engage stakeholders. How can you help? What are your priorities?   What timeline is 
reasonable? 
How would you prefer to participate in this process? We’re all busy with jobs.  When I’ve 
worked on past WRPs, we had quarterly meetings (Thompson River) with targets for 
deliverables. We broke into sub basins with assigned teams (with a lead) to put together project 
ideas. What approach do you prefer? 
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Vicki: There are lots of completed & current projects that are not summarized in TMDLs 
(especially the older TMDLs). A great help would be if everyone could summarize their 
restoration projects – completed, ongoing, planned, and wish list. 
Also provide your thoughts on streams that are not listed, but that you think there is evidence that 
they are impaired. Especially if you think they should be a restoration priority. You could email 
this info to us. 
Sam: What Timeline for progress makes sense? Here’s a draft timeline.   (Shows timeline in the 
PowerPoint) 
So far we’ve summarized key documents, which will feed nicely into sections of WRP. We have 
a website & online stakeholder survey. We have WRP goals and a proposed timeline. Today we 
had the kickoff stakeholder meeting. 
 Over the next few months we want build up a technical advisory group. We will follow up this 
meeting with request for more information: project info (completed, ongoing, planned, wish list), 
existing water resource data, determine gaps, continue to refine info on stream impairment. 
Spring 2019 --develop a WRP outline (annotated), hold stakeholder meetings in 3 counties 
(conservation districts & landowners & land managers). 
Summer 2019 – develop a draft WRP 
Fall 2019,  circulate draft WRP to technical stakeholders, with proposed priorities & 
implementation schedule, measureable goals & monitoring plan, and an education and outreach 
plan.  Revise based on their input. 
Winter 2019-20: circulate a review draft of the WRP to other stakeholders (more meetings for 
them), 
Spring 2020 Revise WRP based on their feedback and submit WRP to DEQ; finalize WRP with 
DEQ comments. 
This is just a proposed timeline. Your thoughts? 
Vicki: That went by rather fast.  We’ll send you all Sam’s PowerPoint and Paul’s (if OK with 
him).   
 
In the remaining discussion – people spoke of engagement, priorities, how they can help, 
and thoughts on the timeline. 
Eric: When you’re talking about outreach to landowners and identifying more projects. How 
much money is available?  Is there so much money that you have to go shopping for other 
projects? 
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Ethan: When you approach landowners be clear where you are in the planning process -- 
gathering info to identify problems or opportunities or to prioritize projects.  People get confused 
on how these plans work. 
Dustin: What if one landowner in a project area is not interested in participating, and later we get 
319 funding, and then become interested? 
Vicki: update ranking of that project by showing that now you have an interested landowner 
Eric: Outreach for landowners -- Explain how a large animal operation impacts the stream. But 
when talking about projects, it can be important to emphasize the benefits for the landowner. 
Identifying worthwhile short term projects is needed, but need to think how they fit into a long 
term strategy and what will it take to restore beneficial water use. 
Sam: An important point is that the organization that writes the WRP doesn’t have exclusive 
access to 319 funding. If a private landowner becomes interested in restoration work, they can 
request funds because the WRP was accepted. 
Vicki: Probably increases priority of a project to be recognized in WRP, but does not exclude 
ones that aren't. 
Sam: Lastly –could everyone say their number 1 restoration priority (& if they can help gather 
info or write on that): 
Shane: From a FS perspective (at least for Lolo, which is a big area): the schedule is ambitious 
when you think of size of the area, nothing wrong with that.  I’d like to remain on the tech 
advisory component, no ability to do writing, a lot is changing in our dept. We are focused on 
100% fire & timber management for the next 5 years. We will finish restoration projects we have 
started, but not initiating or planning any new restoration projects. We will participate, but the 
shift away from restoration will hinder our ability to contribute. As for data -- We have PIVO 
(temperature) datasets for FS lands, watershed condition vulnerability assessment, bull trout 
baseline assessment, aquatic organisms, and temperature monitoring & modeling.   PNW (?) 
data, and CFC (?) data, we are willing to share any and all of that. 
Vicki: Would be great to have a list of your completed & ongoing restoration projects (with short 
descriptions) and a list of the databases you think would be useful. 
Ladd: Engage private landowners through conservation districts. In Mineral County, nearly all of 
the landowners have been engaged; most projects have been done or discussed. We have short & 
long term projects in mind and queued. Focus on identified projects. Writing a big WRP doesn’t 
serve a purpose for me, though it might for others, but we have a lot of data (temperature, fish 
numbers), how much do we want to invest pulling it all together? 
Vicki: Once again, WRP should consist of short summaries of TMDL 
conclusions/recommendations; summarize info on non-pollutant impairments & indicate key 
strategies to address; Summarize current restoration projects; provide a priority list of potential 
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projects likely to work well with 319 funding. I hope to make this WRP cover the largest area in 
the fewest words. 
Ladd: As for high priority stream -- Fish Creek. Landowners, native fish value, huge prior 
investment. Public land agencies take the lead & set priorities on public land. TU for private 
land. Best to be both strategic and opportunistic. Have a strategy for the big picture, but be ready 
to jump on a project if the land owner becomes interested. 
 Mary Price: in terms of how best to engage with the tribes. This has been very informative 
today. Tribes have strong interest in water quality and supply, and their effects on fisheries.  We 
will be engaged in this WRP project. Tribal contribution might be to help identify potential 
funding sources & show support for a project. For example, in the Clark Fork river basin project, 
the tribe communicated to BLM our support for a project, and fed agencies pay attention when 
tribes weigh in on a project that pertains to reserved rights. On the Central Clark Fork, the tribe’s 
number one priority is cleanup of the Smurfit site, followed by upper Clark Fork remediation. 
 Dave Shively: The new Clark Fork Kootenai River Basins Council worked on a basin water plan 
and the state water plan. And as we identified ways we could help implement those plans, we 
noticed that the central Clark Fork did not have a WRP, and we felt that having a WRP would 
help address water quality and quantity issues in the basin. We don’t have deep resources, but we 
do have some small grant funds remaining thru the next year that Vicki suggested could help 
with stakeholder outreach. We want to increase awareness of the council, and helping develop a 
WRP can help with that. In addition, information on your restoration projects is the sort of info 
we gather to show what is being done to implement the water plan. We have used our grant 
funds to publicize ongoing projects, and we’d like to see that continue. By publicizing projects & 
their successes, we hope to get more stakeholder buy-in to the big picture of watershed 
restoration. 
John DeArment: My priority is cleanup of the Smurfit site. Willing to help with providing info 
on that. Can work with CFC restoration staff. Keep the WRP short and sweet, so it will be useful 
and practical. 
There is value in getting together so groups can share info on their restoration work. 
 Travis Ross: The Missoula WQD will participate in WRP development for the CCF. We are 
concerned about current & future problems associated with contaminants in floodplains, so our 
priority is cleaning & restoring floodplains. Especially at Smurfit Stone. We have a county wide 
advisory council which can help engage the public. The timeline looks reasonable – keep it a 
short general document. 
Steve Daggert:  I don’t think Eastern Sanders CD will be able to play a significant role in the 
central CF WRP. 
But do get Granite and Mineral county CDs to engage their landowners about what can be done. 
When they see a stretch of stream that can be fixed, they start buying in because they want to 
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have that (like examples Paul showed). The CDs can’t help with writing, but are best used as a 
direct connection to landowners, creating a movement for landowners to buy into holistic land 
management and conservation. As for the WRP timeline -- Make adjustments as needed with 
timeline, but with structured goals. NCRS isn’t at this table, and I think they should be. They 
have useful information they could share. 
 Sam: I did invite them, but they didn’t come. 
 Vicki- since Sanders County is downstream of the Central Clark Fork, they are affected by what 
we do upstream. Sam will give periodic reports to all the CDs on what’s going on in the WRP 
process. 
Dustin Walters: My biggest concern – keep the WRP focused and short, strategic and flexible. If 
too long and complex, not useful. Too simple, won't give enough site specifics. Focus on info 
needed to get funding. Time line OK if stay focused. I won’t be able to help with writing, but we 
have a Big Sky Watershed Corps member who may be able to help.  
I can talk to Dina Dewires, our hydrologist, who can give you a bunch of data, and look at types 
of monitoring and water quality data we might have. 
Other concern- I don’t see anyone from Mineral or Granite County. Reach out to conservation 
district and have them engage with landowners. Going to be a tough sell. To my knowledge there 
hasn't been a WRP in Mineral County. 
Sam: I really did try to get reps from Granite and Mineral county CDs here today, but they are 
really busy and volunteers. I will try to keep them informed and engaged in the process. 
Vicki: We will have spring stakeholder meetings in each county, including Mineral County. Can 
we get Morgan’s feedback, before he goes? 
Morgan Valliant: this is very new to me. Not sure how the city fits in-- a small area with a big 
impact. We have $ 4 million of restoration going on the Clark Fork & Rattlesnake creek. Open 
space bond funds could leverage 319 funds. Not sure if the WRP time frame will help us very 
much given the timing of our current projects. 
 Addressing wastewater infrastructure – need funding for that. 
Lots of road & bridge projects -- don’t always have a restoration project coupled with these. 
A big issue for the city -- Recreation impacts to the urban river corridor. Our biggest project is 
500 linear feet of eroded bank of Clark Fork. People accessing river. Starting to look at more 
engineering in town for recreation specifically. Could summarize those project strategies for the 
WRP.   
Kris Richardson: Dustin and Shane covered our potential inputs sufficiently. I’d like to focus on 
the Thompson River WRP. It was designed to be flexible. Focused on shovel ready projects, but 
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kept updating the priority list. The planning group stayed engaged.  Probably harder to do that in 
an urban setting. Approach might have to be different. 
Vicki Watson: Amongst my priorities are addressing flow related impairments, these seem to get 
a low priority, and they shouldn’t be! Address with water conservation projects, and also by 
restoring and protecting our floodplains and wetlands. I want that to be a theme in the WRP. 
Identifying key healthy areas to protect, and restoring other ones that have been damaged (like 
the pulp mill waste ponds on the Clark Fork floodplain – should be cleaned & restored --not 
developed. 
Kylie Paul: Missoula County is involved in Ninemile restoration. I think WRP’s should focus on 
need, science and opportunity. Habitat & floodplain restoration are of greatest interest to me. 
Many of the issues that Morgan mentioned for the city also apply county wide. My expertise is 
not in water, but I’ll help as I can. Having Dave Strohmeier, County Commissioner here shows 
the County supports the WRP effort. 
Paul Parson: To engage stakeholders, meet when there are major milestones. Meetings must be 
focused and strategic. Regarding WRP: Ninemile WRP is broad, but addresses all the TMDLs. 
This is much larger area so focus on priorities (completing projects). My priority is 9 mile and 
Flat creek and cleaning the mines up. As for helping write- you don’t want an engineer writing, 
but I can help with data, input, and ideas. Timeline looks good. Outreach- conservation district 
can engage the rural Ag communities. 
Vicki: perhaps you can review parts of the WRP to determine that project engineering is correct! 
Ethan Mace:  DNRC Water Resource Division focus is on water availability, water rights, 
irrigators, diversions, efficiency. We have programs to work with folks to improve systems, main 
focus is efficient use of water. I learned a lot today, in terms of engaging someone like me, this 
meeting was great. I can contribute info (if needed) on water rights or irrigation or streamflow. 
Most streams are over-appropriated – water rights exceed flows during the irrigation season. 
Vicki: do you let landowners know that TU or FWP might be interested in leasing water for 
instream flow? 
Ethan: If they asked about leasing their water, I would tell them about the existing rules for 
leasing water for instream flow, but would not suggest that they lease their water to TU or FWP. 
We don’t want people to think we have biases with water contributions, since we are a state org. 
FWP is a better avenue for them to ask. 
Vicki: I hope you’ll let them know that FWP is a good source of info about leasing opportunities.   
Andrea Stanley: (DNRC trust land) - State trust land is managed for money production (harvest 
and mineral). 
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The best way to engage stakeholders is with specific meeting objectives, aggressive and simple 
timeline (no large documents), and letting them know the benefits of participating & the 
resources available to them. 
I really support modular approach to a flexible, living document, just set a good foundation to 
build on. 
I prefer shorter meetings. I would like to be involved, possibly providing data from our road 
monitoring system and specific objectives for road and forest improvement and BMPs. 
My concern is chronic sediment producing roads; you can see well-designed roads destroyed by 
graders. I’d like to see county road departments engaged on this. I’m new on the scene, and I 
don’t want to jeopardize relationships with landowners.  When we are working on our roads, 
there could be a quick culvert change on private land - an argument for bringing people together 
with similar goals. 
Heidi West: Bob Hayes could have spoken to the city’s new storm water program (he had to 
leave, see notes he left). 
Missoula’s levy system is maintained by Army corps of engineers. And involves periodically 
removing all the riparian vegetation that grows on the levy. We asked for an alternative 
maintenance plan to preserve more streamside vegetation. Don’t know about timeline for that. 
With open space bond money, we can acquire land, but then we don’t have funds for long term 
care of those lands. With the previous open space bond we bought the Tower Street property – 
which flooded. So good that it was not developed.  After the property damage in this last flood 
season (& knowing that flooding is likely to get worse), we looked at historical floodplain maps, 
thinking about strategic acquisition in the floodplain. 
Happy to review WRP drafts, but not an expert. 
Note – there is a new instream recreational structure proposal (Max’s wave) -- that would have a 
restoration component. Missoula development agency has been a big proponent. 
Eric Trum: WRPs are important tool to get to restore water quality (& other values). Don’t let 
lack of data impede the process. If there are obstacles, let us know, we’ll figure out how to move 
forward. Keep WRP concise, usable with discrete chapters (or appendices) for each waterbody 
that describes its problems, what we can do, what it’ll take to get it off the list. Outreach will be 
tough given size of the area involved, but important to lay out a plan for it. I’m available to help 
with this, somewhat limited time. 
Sam: I’ll throw in that I work primarily with CDs, they are a very important partner to bring to 
the table, and I will continue to serve that goal, meeting with each of the four CDs in this project 
area. I met with them, told them the important points of the plan, and told them I will engage 
with them as much as they want to be engaged. Their monthly meetings are packed, they know 
the watersheds and the landowners really well. They will be a great future connection points if I 
can push them hard enough to contribute. We heard off-hand that some streams are completely 
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dry - this is exactly the kind of input we are hoping to gain - they didn’t even think that was 
important to share! I will continue to add this capacity to the project. I can provide tech reviews, 
convene stakeholder meanings, and engage you guys throughout the project (mark me as spam if 
you don’t want to get these emails). Based on my experience, the proposed timeline will work 
fine if we keep the WRP focused and adjustable. I am here to provide additional capacity, if you 
need input, let me know if you need my help to make your contributions easier in the process. 
We don’t want it to be a cumbersome or burdensome process, thanks so much for coming out. 
Vicki: We heard from everyone who didn’t have to leave early (and some of them left written 
notes). Please get any additional comments to us. We’ll be in touch. In the event that you are 
being over-communicated with, let us know. We’ll have light and heavy touch communication 
levels. We’ll send out milestones etc. 
NOTE: below is a summary of written comments provided by some participants: 
Bob Hayes, city of Missoula Storm Water Utility 
Priority – reducing urban runoff (& associated loadings) to water bodies in Missoula (Clark 
Fork, Rattlesnake, Grant, Pattee, Bitterroot, Miller) 
Dustin Walters, USFS, Lolo National Forest 
Priority – keep WRP simple, focused, strategic & flexible 
 Be diplomatic with Mineral & Granite County CDs & landowners 
Additional stream that should be a priority – Butler Creek 
Travis Ross, Missoula Valley Water Quality District 
Priority – Reconnect River to floodplain; Smurfit mill cleanup 
   Keeping WRP simple so we can access 319 funds quickly 
Additional streams or projects 
   Grant Creek was moved, worsening impairment of temp, sediment, N&P. It’s planned for 
Tiger funds. Let’s get this project in 
   Smurfit-Stone – remove berms, reconnect river to floodplain & increase natural storage 
Omitted streams? Wallace creek is impaired for copper. Has a draft WRP 
Ladd Knotek, MT FWP 
Priority – Many in this large area. Priority depends on context (fisheries value, water quality, 
management objective, land ownership). 
  Fish Creek is a high priority because of high fishery value, land use history, current public land 
strategies. 
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Additional streams or projects? Numerous depending on the subbasin, native/wild trout value, 
water quality impairment, habitat limitations. There have been >100 projects in the past 20 years. 
Priorities, rational, funding source, etc. vary depending on objectives, locations, public interest, 
resource value etc. 
Have any streams been omitted? Every tributary in the project area has some type of impairment 
identified by resource professionals. The key question is – should this process stick to TMDLs & 
water quality impairments (recommended) or address all types of problems & water bodies (not 
recommended). 
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Appendix 3 – Public Engagement Survey 
Restoring the Central Clark Fork - Stakeholder Survey 
The central Clark Fork River basin is one of the few watersheds in western Montana that does not have a 
Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP). WRPs serve as prioritization and planning documents to guide and 
coordinate restoration, and also meet a requirement for obtaining certain kinds of watershed restoration 
funding. The Clark Fork & Kootenai River Basins Council, the Clark Fork Coalition and other public and 
private partners have begun the process of developing a WRP for the central Clark (from the confluence 
with Flint Creek to the confluence with the Flathead River; approximately Drummond to Paradise). More 
information about this part of the Clark Fork and the WRP process can be found on the Clark Fork 
Website (https://clarkfork.org). 
We need your input to create a successful Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP) for the Central Clark Fork. 
Please help by completing the following brief survey! 
1. How do you use the water in the central Clark Fork River basin? (Mark the circle for all that apply) 
o   Fishing 
o   Boating / Recreation 
o   Aesthetics and scenery 
o   Irrigation 
o   Watering livestock 
o   Drinking water 
o   Support wildlife & ecosystems 
o   Other: 
2. The following streams (by county) in the central Clark Fork River basin are listed by the State of 
Montana as impaired. In your view, which of these are most in need of restoration? (Mark the circle for 
all that apply) 
o   Rattler Gulch (Granite) 
o   Mulkey Creek (Granite) 
o   Deep Creek (Granite) 
o   Tenmile Creek (Granite) 
o   Cramer Creek (Missoula) 
o   Grant Creek (Missoula) 
o   Stony Creek (Missoula) 
o   Petty Creek (Missoula) 
o   West Fork Petty Creek (Missoula) 
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o   Nemote Creek (Mineral) 
o   Trout Creek (Mineral) 
o   Flat Creek (Mineral) 
o   Dry Creek (Mineral) 
o   Clark Fork River 
3. Do you know of any of the following problems that need to be addressed in those waterbodies? (Mark 
the circle for all that apply) 
o   Water too warm for fish 
o   Sewage pollution 
o   Sediment pollution 
o   Mining pollution 
o   Fertilizer runoff 
o   Too much algae 
o   Flows too low 
o   Flows too high 
o   Altered floodplains, increased flooding 
o   Damage to fish / wildlife habitat 
o   Invasive species 
o   Other: 
4. Do you think any of the following will help improve water quality or address water quantity issues in 
those waterbodies? (Mark the circle for all that apply) 
o   Reduce road erosion 
o   Upgrade culverts 
o   Improve water flows 
o   Fence streams 
o   Reduce polluted runoff 
o   Increase aquifer recharge 
o   Improve fish and wildlife habitat 
o   Restore floodplains & wetlands 
o   Planting for shade & erosion control 
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o   None needed 
5. If you have any additional input on water uses, waterbodies in need of restoration, water-related 
problems, and/or useful management activities not covered above, please describe here. 
6. Please identify any organizations that you are a member of or that you work with on efforts to restore 
watersheds, waterbodies, and/or water quality. 
7. What are your organizations current, planned, or desired potential projects to address water quality 
impairments/threats to the central Clark Fork River watershed? 
8. Does your organization provide any of the following resources that could contribute to future 
restoration work? (Mark the circle for all that apply) 
o   Partnership 
o   Technical assistance / expertise 
o   Funding (grants, cost-share, loans) 
o   Equipment / materials 
o   Outreach tools / assistance 
o   Other: 
9. What resources are you or your organization lacking in order to pursue future restoration work? (Mark 
the circle for all that apply) 
o   Partnership 
o   Technical assistance / expertise 
o   Funding (grants, cost-share, loans) 
o   Equipment / materials 
o   Outreach tools / assistance 
o   Other: 
10. Thank you for your time! Please indicate if you wish to be kept informed of the progress on the WRP 
by providing your name, email address, and mailing address. 
Name:                                               Email:                                               Address: 
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Appendix 4 – Survey Analysis 
  
1.       How do you use the water in the central Clark Fork River basin? 
 
2.       The following streams (by county) in the central Clark Fork River basin are listed by the State of 
Montana as impaired. In your view, which of these are most in need of restoration? 
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3.       Do you know of any of the following problems that need to be addressed in those waterbodies?
 
4.    Do you think any of the following will help improve water quality or address water quantity 
issues in those waterbodies? 
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Respondent’s organizations that they a member of or work with on efforts to restore watersheds, 
waterbodies, and/or water quality: 
Clark Fork Coalition, Montana Trout Unlimited, Watershed Education Network, Missoula County, 
Fishing Outfitter Association of Montana, Clark Fork Coalition WRP Network, Westslope Chapter Trout 
Unlimited, University of Montana, Friends of the Mississippi River, Missoula Valley Water Quality 
District, Department of Environmental Quality, Natural Resource Damage Program, Water Quality 
District, Clark Fork and Kootenai River Basin Council Executive Committee, Morrison Maierle, 
Missoula Open Space, City of Missoula, Flathead Lake Biological Station, Upper Columbia Conservation 
Commission, Stillwater Valley Watershed Council, Montana Department of Natural and Cultural 
Resources, Bitterroot River Protection Association, Clark Fork Kootenai River Basin Committee,, 
Bitterroot College, Bitterrooters Planning, Crown Managers Partnership, Roundtable on the Crown of the 
Continent, Northern Plains Resource Council, Montana Environmental Education Center, American 
Water Resources Association, Clark Fork Watershed Education Program, Natural Resource District 
Missoula Watershed Coordination Council, Watershed Restoration Coalition, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Water and Environmental Technologies, The Nature Conservancy, Bitterroot Water Forum, 
BSWC Member, TNC, Watershed Restoration Coalition, National Wildlife Federation, Greatwest 
Engineering, National Wildlife Federation, Lolo Watershed Group, Montana Conservation Corps, Big 
Sky Watershed Corps, Bitteroot Water forum, UM Society for Ecological Restoration, Xsports4vets, 
Love Boat Paddle Company,  Crux Adventures, 5 Valleys Land Trust, Clark Fork River Cleanup, 
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Trailhead, University of MT Whitewater Club, 5 Valleys Audubon, 3 
Rivers Collaborative at UM, UM Kayaking Club, Idaho Rivers United, Biomark Inc, Free the Flow, Alzar 
School, MK Nature Center, Missoula Water Quality Advisory Council, Watershed Consulting, Missoula 
Water Quality Advisory Council, TU Women's Initiative, UM CTREB, FULT 
Respondent’s input regarding: 
Additional water-related problems: 
●        Conflicting uses 
●        Commercial vs. recreational conflict, i.e. fishing outfitters vs recreational fly fishing 
●        Trash in water 
●        Mining and old mill debris 
●        Increasing recreational pressure 
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●        Irrigation and ditches on tributaries 
  
Additional waterbodies or areas in need of restoration: 
●        Smurfit-Stone floodplain 
●         1/4 mile below Shwartz Creek bridge in Clinton, on the North side of the river, a former irrigation 
ditch has almost turned into a major side channel- now impassable 
●        Donovan Creek (Missoula County has some terrible impacts due to ag related activities at the lower 
end.) 
●        Clark Fork River overflow system in Missoula needs an upgrade 
●        Blacktail Creek 
●        Placer Mine Restoration 
●        Cost Creek 
●        Dutchman Creek (near Anaconda) 
●        Pattee Creek 
●        Deschamps Slough 
  
Input on useful management activities: 
●        Focus efforts to increase cool flows and spawning habitat for native fish. 
●        Restore spawning habitat for native fish. 
●        Reduce agricultural grazing in riparian habitat 
●        Improve public access 
●        Regulate factors that contribute to algae blooms 
●        More beaver! 
●        Create better buffers and setbacks to maintain our natural floodplains 
●        Community education 
●        MDT is not respectful of riparian zone impacts 
●        Decrease invasive riparian vegetation 
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●        Emphasize preservation and restoration of wetlands 
●        Reconnect streams and floodplains 
●        Decrease sediment 
●        Keep cattle/livestock out of streams 
●        Need a water resource planner for Clark Fork Basin 
●        A second cleanup late fall of Clark Fork 
●        More surf waves (ie. The Max) 
●        Further efforts to keep trash and pollution out of our waterways 
●        Using irrigation infrastructure to recharge groundwater 
●        Improve recreation infrastructure (including waste management) 
●        Improve landowner education 
●        PSA’s on land use practices 
●        Youth education 
 
Respondents’ organizations current, planned, or desired potential projects to address water quality 
impairments/threats to the central Clark Fork River watershed: 
Restoration Projects: 
General Restoration - 2 
Riparian Zone Restoration - 2 
Bank Restoration and stabilization - 2 
Stream connectivity projects- 2 
Stream and Wetland Restoration - 1 
Tributary habitat Restoration – 1 
Other ecosystem function projects: 
Clark Fork River cleanup - 4 
Tree planting - 2 
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Algae reduction - 1 
Invasive removal - 1 
Small stream spawning habitat - 1 
Data Collection, Monitoring, and/or studies: 
Data collection on Rattlesnake Creek - 2 
AIS early detection and monitoring (EDNA/PCR) - 2 
Channel Migration Zone study for the Clark Fork and Bitterroot rivers through Missoula County - 1 
Water Quality Monitoring on the Bitterroot (currently 4 sites on main stem, 11 sites on tribs) - 1 
Access management plan to decrease erosion impacts - 1 
Identify metals contamination - 1 
Monitoring temperature, flow flood - to see and address the effects of climate change - 1 
Outreach Efforts and Education: 
Restoration Education Projects - 5 
Stewardship events - 2 
Water monitoring with citizens and community members - 1 
Public outreach - 1 
Funding: 
Getting grants to fund projects - 1 
Try to obtain 319 funding in partnership with local nonprofits - 1 
Project areas: 
Rattlesnake Dam Removal - 5 
Seek superfund status for the Smurfit-Stone site - 1 
Rock Creek, Knife ponds/Ft. Missoula - 1 
Tree planting in Clark Fork urban sprawl - 1 
Cleanup of old Smurfit Stone site - 1 
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Bitterroot River Restoration - 1 
River access management in Missoula - 1 
Mid-upper river projects - 1 
 Note: 
The feedback that we received from these surveys was sent to the team of technical experts on the project 
to show which projects the public cares about and which areas are notably impaired. The results from the 
surveys were also shared at the public meeting on April 16th, 2019. The information provided from the 
surveys helped shape the agenda for this public meeting, and likely meetings to follow. Interested 
members of the public will be kept informed through emails and more public meetings in the summer.   
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Memorandum 
TO: Matt McKinney and Shawn Johnson, Crown of the Continent Roundtable 
FROM: Meghan Neville, M.S. Candidate Environmental Studies 
SUBJECT: Practicum in Collaborative Conservation 
DATE: October 16th, 2018 
The purpose of this memo is to present the final work plan and learning objectives I achieved 
through my Practicum in Collaborative Conservation for Spring through Fall 2018.  
At the request of the Leadership Team, Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent (Crown 
Roundtable), I consulted with natural resource managers, leaders, and members affiliated with 
the tribes and First Nations in the Crown of the Continent. The purpose of these consultations 
was to inform and shape the 2018 annual conference convened by the Roundtable, and to provide 
a base of knowledge to the leadership team for future planning. During May 2018, I consulted 
with individuals affiliated with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Blackfeet Nation, 
Ktunaxa Nation, Piikani Nation, and Blood Tribe. 
I helped coordinate with and build relationships with the tribes to bring valuable content and 
tribal areas of interest to the Crown Roundtable by conducting informal interviews with tribal 
managers. I wrote a detailed report on my research findings, the background of the Crown 
Roundtable, and useful summaries of past workshops and conferences hosted by the Roundtable. 
I presented my findings over a conference call to the Crown Roundtable Leadership Team 
(CLT), adjusted my work accordingly with feedback I was given, and attended a CLT meeting in 
Fort Macleod, Alberta, to discuss future planning for the Roundtable. 
 
Background 
The Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent is an ongoing forum that brings together people 
within the region, and through workshops, forums, policy dialogues, and conferences, the 
Roundtable provides an opportunity to exchange ideas, build relationships, and explore 
opportunities to work together -- to sustain the natural and cultural heritage the landscape. 
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Map of the Crown of the Continent Region 
The Crown of the Continent region is a remarkable, ecologically intact ecosystem rich in tribal 
history, natural resources, and thriving communities. This 18-million acre region is challenged 
by climate change, loss of traditional knowledge, growth, and development. The Roundtable on 
the Crown of the Continent addresses these challenges by providing a forum for collaboration 
and networking among Tribes and First Nations, land management agencies, local governments, 
private land partnerships, academia, conservation groups, businesses, and industry. Large 
landscape conservation is participatory and inclusive and the Roundtable connects people to 
enhance the culture, communities, and conservation of the region. The transboundary, large 
landscape effort of the Roundtable provides a platform for diverse perspectives to share 
information, build knowledge and capacity, celebrate success, and catalyze new efforts and 
partnerships. The Roundtable seeks to achieve a shared vision for people and nature in the 
region. 
The idea for the Roundtable conference emerged at the 2009 Summer Retreat of the Roundtable 
on the Crown of the Continent. The idea was to bring people around the region together to 
explore the Crown's diverse landscapes and communities in a meaningful way, which would 
require a series of conversations at locations throughout the Crown. As this idea was shared with 
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others, it became apparent that there was broad appeal and interest in the idea. The original 
vision for this conference was that it would be a series of four annual conferences, each hosted in 
one of the four quadrants of the Crown (formed by the Continental Divide as the North-South 
axis and the U.S.-Canadian Border as the East-West axis). The success of the conferences was 
quickly apparent, as stakeholders gained so much at each meeting, in terms of relationships built, 
ideas and information shared, and understandings reached. From that point on, the Roundtable 
has convened annual workshops to serve as the primary vehicle of connecting people to sustain 
and enhance culture, community, and conservation in the Crown of the Continent. 
The 2018 Roundtable conference was scheduled to be in mid-September, hosted on the Blood 
Reservation in Standoff, Alberta, for the first day, and in Fort Macleod, Alberta, for the 
following two days. The Roundtable Planning Team made efforts to figure out what issues, 
relating to conservation, community and culture, would be most relevant and meaningful to 
stakeholders in the Crown region. One way they sought to do this was through my practicum 
work of interviewing tribal managers and members around the Crown region to better understand 
what natural resource issues groups in the area face. The information I gathered from these 
conversations helped me to inform the Roundtable Planning Team of areas of tribal interest and 
need, with hope that the research would help to create a meaningful agenda for the annual 
conference in September. However, due to a variety of issues, which I will briefly discuss below, 
the conference was cancelled, and in its place was an “emergency” planning meeting with the 
Roundtable Leadership Team.  
There were three main issues that I believe led to the cancellation of the annual conference, each 
with intricacies that further encouraged foundering. First, both the Roundtable Coordinator and 
Tribal Liaison, who were in charge of planning the conference, were brand-new hires contracted 
in June 2018. Because they were new, they did not have sufficient time to get to know each 
other, their roles were not clearly communicated by the Leadership Team, and communication 
styles largely differed between the two, likely due to cross-cultural differences; all of  these 
components led to great tension between the Coordinator and Liaison. Second, there simply was 
not enough time to catch both new hires up-to-date on past Roundtable efforts, ensure adequate 
input from stakeholders around the region, and plan an entire conference. Third, the input that I 
gathered from tribal leaders and members contrasted with ideas that the leadership team had 
about the direction the wanted for the conference, and this shifting of values created confusion 
and frustration about proceeding forward. Some leadership team members seemed fixed in their 
past visions of how they believed the conference should look, while others were excited to 
change the conference to better reflect more recent desires of the tribes. The biggest changes 
desired would have been difficult to implement in a short period of time: an integrated tribal and 
non-tribal conference, instead of a stand-alone tribal managers’ meeting, and the inclusion of 
elders and youth at the conference. To actualize changes of this stature would have taken more 
time and resources than the Roundtable had, and these conversations occurred too late in the 
planning process. Once again, this shows that not enough time and forethought went into the 
planning and input-seeking process.  
In place of the cancelled conference, the leadership team hosted a small meeting in Fort Macleod 
to discuss options moving forward, the future of the conference, and the future of the 
organization in general. I attended this meeting to learn whether or not the research I conducted 
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would impact the direction of the Roundtable, to hear about new developments, and to learn 
from the elders attending a panel/conversation about culture on the second day. I feel nearly 
everyone present at the meeting experienced complex and insightful personal growth, in some 
way or another, as we shared our experience about what had gone wrong, what was still going 
right, and how the Roundtable can better build relationships and create stronger core values 
starting at the level of the leadership team, and extending outwards at the next annual 
conference. The wisdom and heartfelt stories shared by the elders and tribal people present were 
very influential for the other members of the leadership team who attended the meeting. It was 
discussed after on the third day, that proceeding forward, tribes would be more actively engaged 
in the whole process (not just the one-day workshop, and not just “token” minorities), the 
conference will be more integrated, and the values of the Roundtable will be expanded on and 
changed to include an approach that emphasizes relationship-building and inclusive dialogue. I 
felt fortunate to attend a meeting with so much sincerity and openness to change, and I felt 
honored to be welcomed in sharing my thoughts and perspectives as well. I was asked by the 
Crown Leadership Team to continue to be a part of these efforts and was extended an invitation 
to join the leadership to share my perspectives in the future, which I enthusiastically accepted.  
Objectives 
The primary objectives of this practicum were to: 
1. Identify natural resource goals, concerns, and relevant topics from tribal representatives 
through relationship building, informal interviews, and research on past tribal documents. 
2. Create a report that: 
a. Serves as a tool for current and future Roundtable Planners to shape the agenda of 
Roundtable conferences and meetings. 
b. Document information from past conferences the Roundtable has convened. 
c. Provide information about what issues of conservation, community, and culture 
are currently most pressing to tribes and First Nations in the region. 
3. Assist with planning conversations. 
4. Participate in a collaborative dialogue. 
 
Deliverables: 
1. An Executive Report that summarizes research findings. 
2. A comprehensive report yielding the findings from my research and interviews, for the 
consumption and planning uses of the Roundtable Leadership Team. 
3. Contact List of Tribes and First Nation members historically present at past COTC 
workshops and conferences. 
4. “Library” of appendices with conference and workshop summaries, agendas, and 
attendance lists. 
 
Preliminary Work Plan 
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To achieve the above objectives and deliverables, I completed the following tasks (also, see work 
plan attached to this document): 
● TASK 1 – I consulted with the COCT Coordinator, tribal liaison, Matt and Shawn to 
define the purpose and scope of the project, identify tasks and deliverables, and prepare a 
work plan. 
● TASK 2 – I researched tribes’ history in the COTC Roundtable, their natural resource 
plans, and common cultural norms in preparation for interviews, prepare an interview 
guide with assistance from the COTC coordinator, Matt and Shawn, and reviewed 
interview language and protocol with Tribal Liaison.   
● TASK 3 – I scheduled and conducted Interviews with tribes’ members and leaders 
involved in COTC. I then compiled notes from the interviews, reviewed and synthesized 
findings, created a “library” of appendices with information, for example agendas, 
summaries and contact lists, from past conferences, and verified the information in my 
report with interviewees. 
● TASK 4 – I shared my written report with the leadership team, and presented the ideas 
expressed within the report on multiple conference calls. I also took part in brainstorming 
planning ideas and weighing in on potential conference agendas. 
● TASK 5 – I attended and participated in the three-day leadership team meeting in Fort 
Macleod. 
● TASK 6 – Along the way, I shared my findings and updates from my research and the 
meetings, calls, and planning with my cohorts in the NRCR Practicum course. 
 
Learning Objectives  
Analytical Competency: 
I gained analytical competency by researching past agendas, summaries and background 
information on the Crown of the Continent conferences, stakeholders, and values. I studied the 
Crown’s relationship and histories with tribes of the region to increase my background 
knowledge before conducting interviews. I also studied cultural information and practices, as 
well as regional tribal history and law, to bring awareness and sensitivity to my interviews, and 
context to my report. I gained a great deal of knowledge on local, regional, national and even 
global issues from the interviews I conducted and from participating in discussions with the 
leadership team. 
Process Competency: 
Because I was deeply involved in many pieces of the planning and collaborative process, I was 
able to gain many insights about the collaborative and negotiation process. I was able to observe 
the conference planning process during conference calls with the leadership team, and also 
during private conversations on car rides and moments at the meeting in Fort Macleod. I was 
allowed the opportunity to learn from both errors and successes that occurred over the course of 
my time with the Roundtable, in particular, I learned a lot about what to do and what not to do 
when designing a cross-cultural space for discussion. This may include providing time for people 
to visit with each other, encouraging the sharing of values, and considering the backgrounds, 
cultural norms, and perspectives of participants when designing a meeting agenda. I also feel 
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more well-versed in the immense steps and planning it takes to convene a conference for such a 
large-scale partnership, and a better grasp on what common restraints for a successful conference 
are (time and capacity). 
Leadership and Management Competency 
While I performed less organizational and coordination efforts than I originally thought I would, 
I still felt I played a large role in being a leader and an advocate for the people I interviewed and 
for promoting my research in a professional setting. Because I would like to have an advocacy 
role in my career, it was crucial for me to see how this can be done appropriately in a position 
that works with tribes. I also gathered first-hand many examples of leadership and management 
skills shown by members of the leadership team, such as time-keeping, encouraging quiet people 
to speak, and tabling off-topic discussions for later, which I will keep with me in future 
collaborative situations.  
Knowledge Management Competency 
I had unique opportunities to learn firsthand about different ways of communicating ideas and 
knowledge, which varied greatly between the communication styles of the tribes and leadership 
team members I worked with. I learned that when interviewing tribal members, it is important to 
realize that most prefer to tell stories and have a conversation, rather than employing traditional 
interviewing or surveys. Having empathy, being open and vulnerable, and having flexibility 
when it came to time, were important for these interviews and gaining the knowledge that the 
members shared. It was necessary for me to listen, rather than taking notes or recording, and 
write down responses afterwards, in order to show respect. I believe I was able to build trust and 
gain important information and knowledge by doing so. However, one cannot assume that all 
tribal members communicate in this way, or even in similar ways to each other, and this can 
differ from tribe to tribe, and from person to person. When it came to communicating with the 
leadership team members, planners and other stakeholders, it was necessary for me to assert 
myself more, ask factual questions, and use emails and phone calls to remind people to send me 
documents or information I was gathering (i.e. past conference summaries and agendas). This 
practicum experience heightened my level of understanding cross-cultural communication and 
built my base of knowledge by combining many perspectives. 
Professional Accountability Competency: 
This practicum served as a platform for me to practice communicating with active and busy 
Roundtable members, a tribal liaison, tribe members, and was an opportunity for me to 
demonstrate my professionalism and accountability. I was constantly in touch with tribal leaders 
and members, arranging meetings and interviews, and staying accountable to these arrangements 
was really important in building trust. So was creating follow-up by sending out the completed 
report draft in order to verify their accounts. It was personally important for me to advocate for 
the wishes of the people I interviewed when discussing conference planning measures with the 
leadership. I took it upon myself to make sure that their opinions and desires were well-known 
and professionally presented in order to have the leadership team consider them. An example of 
this was convincing the leadership team that including elders and youth from the tribes was 
extremely important to them. Even when there were dissenting opinions, I stood my ground to 
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make sure the opinions from the tribes were accurately represented. I also maintained frequent 
communication with the COTC coordinator, liaison, planning team, Shawn and Matt, in order to 
be accountable to my work and my job, especially with the deadlines posed by an impending 
conference.  This professionalism and accountability helped me to build trust with the tribal 
members and with the leadership team.  
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Memorandum 
 
TO:   Leadership Team, Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent  
FROM:  Meghan Neville, M.S. Candidate Environmental Studies 
SUBJECT:  Summary of Needs and Interests, Tribes and First Nations 
DATE:  November 7th, 2018 
At the request of the Leadership Team, Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent, I consulted with 
natural resource managers and other leaders affiliated with the tribes and First Nations in the Crown of 
the Continent. The purpose of these consultations is to inform and shape the 2018 annual conference 
convened by the Roundtable. During May 2018, I consulted with individuals affiliated with the 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Blackfeet Nation, Ktunaxa Nation, Piikani Nation, and Blood 
Tribe. 
This memo summarizes the findings of the interviews by focusing on the common themes that emerged 
during the various conversations. Each interview focused on the core values of the Roundtable – culture, 
community, and conservation – as well as suggestions on how to improve the annual gatherings convened 
by the Roundtable. The full report includes a summary of the needs and interests by tribe and First 
Nation, along with the interview protocol, the list of people interviewed, and the summary of past tribal 
gatherings. This memo and the attached full report will be distributed to all of the interviewees for review 
and comment to ensure that the findings are accurate. The Leadership Team will use this report to shape 
future conference agendas, stay informed about tribal issues around the Crown Region, and as an 
educational resource for participants (it is currently a resource on the COTC Roundtable website).  
Conservation 
● Nearly all the tribes and First Nations expressed an interest in addressing the impacts from past 
and present irrigation and dam projects (i.e., Kerr Dam, Columbia River Treaty, and Blood Tribe 
Irrigation Project). 
 
● Highlight cases where tribes and First Nations have provided leadership on natural resource 
conservations around the Crown (e.g., Iinnii Buffalo Initiative, Blackfeet Tribe’s Agriculture 
Resource Management Plan (ARMP), Ksik Stakii Beaver Mimicry Project, Five Needles 
Working Group, other indigenous led conservation initiatives). 
 
● Address the challenges of implementing projects, programs and policies.  
Community 
● Many natural resource managers expressed a feeling of being alone and isolated in their efforts to 
implement natural resource policies, programs, and projects. They suggested that the conference 
should provide an opportunity to share and learn from other tribes and First Nations and to build a 
sense of camaraderie and community. 
 
● Several people highlighted the ongoing desired for sustainable economic development. While 
some tribes and First Nations have turned to energy development, others are exploring nature-
based tourism. Perhaps the conference could highlight innovative examples of sustainable 
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economic development on tribal and First Nation land, explaining what catalyzed, enabled, 
constrained, and sustains such efforts. 
 
● Many interviewees suggested that the conference should focus, at least in part, on promoting 
health and healing across the reservation, including but not limited to youth, drug and alcohol 
issues, and food sovereignty. 
Culture 
● Nearly everyone consulted mentioned the ongoing importance of reclaiming and protecting 
culturally significant places and artifacts.  
 
Design of the Conference 
In addition to addressing one or more of the topics presented above, the interviewees expressed several 
common themes about the design of the conference itself: 
● Convene one annual gathering for all sovereigns and stakeholders in the Crown of the Continent; 
integrate the needs and interests of tribes and First Nations into each annual gathering, rather than 
convening a separate, stand-alone meeting for tribes and First Nations; all stakeholders should be 
included in all parts of the conference; awareness of tribal issues among all stakeholders is 
essential. 
 
● Encourage and sponsor youth to attend and participate at the conference; 
 
● Invite elders to share at the conference (in particular about cultural sites); 
 
● Provide updates from tribes, First Nations, and other government agencies and community-based 
partnerships about what they have been up to regarding culture, community, and conservation. 
 
● Allow for meaningful small group discussions about issues important to tribes and other natural 
resource managers.  
 
● Format the first day as a ceremony to promote relationship building and connection to the land. 
This celebratory format could include traditional dance, song, prayer, food, teepees, and special 
areas of land to meet on. Provide an opportunity to acknowledge and celebrate tribal and First 
Nations cultural traditions and practices. 
 
● Balance presentations on western science with indigenous storytelling, culture, and sharing. 
 
● Workshop should be less strict on time, and have a polychronic approach, to allow for greater 
dialogue and flexibility. 
 
Conclusion 
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Nearly every person consulted was interested in participating at the conference. Many people were 
willing to share their knowledge at the conference, and a few interviewees seemed interested in helping 
plan and coordinate a panel, break-out session, or other piece of the conference.  
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Overview of Tribes and First Nations in the Crown of the Continent 
The tribes and First Nations around the Crown of the Continent include the Blackfoot Confederacy 
(Siksika, Piikani, Blood/Kainai, and Blackfeet), which extends from Montana to Alberta; Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes (Bitterroot Salish, Pend d’Oreille, and Kootenai tribes); and the Ktunaxa 
Nation (Ktunaxa Nation Council, Tobacco Plains Band, St. Mary's Band, Shuswap Band, Lower 
Kootenay Band, and Akisqnuk First Nation).   
 
 
Figure 1: National Geographic Geotourism map: Traditional territories for the tribes and First Nations. 
 
Overview of Roundtable Involvement 
The Crown of the Continent region is a remarkable, ecologically intact ecosystem rich in tribal history, 
natural resources, and thriving communities. This 18-million acre region is challenged by climate change, 
loss of traditional knowledge, growth, and development. The Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent 
addresses these challenges by providing a forum for collaboration and networking among Tribes and First 
Nations, land management agencies, local governments, private land partnerships, academia, conservation 
groups, businesses, and industry. Large landscape conservation is participatory and inclusive and the 
Roundtable connects people to enhance the culture, communities, and conservation of the region. Our 
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transboundary, large landscape effort provides a platform for diverse perspectives to share information, 
build knowledge and capacity, celebrate success, and catalyze new efforts and partnerships. The 
Roundtable seeks to achieve a shared vision for people and nature in the region.  
The idea for the Roundtable conference emerged at the 2009 Summer Retreat of the Roundtable on the 
Crown of the Continent. The idea was to bring people around the region together to explore the Crown's 
diverse landscapes and communities in a meaningful way, which would require a series of conversations 
at locations throughout the Crown. As this idea was shared with others, it became apparent that there was 
broad appeal and interest in the idea. The original vision for this conference was that it would be a series 
of four annual conferences, each hosted in one of the four quadrants of the Crown (formed by the 
Continental Divide as the North-South axis and the U.S.-Canadian Border as the East-West axis). The 
success of the conferences was quickly apparent, as stakeholders gained so much at each meeting, in 
terms of relationships built, ideas and information shared, and understandings reached. From that point 
on, the Roundtable convenes annual workshops to serve as the primary vehicle of connecting people to 
sustain and enhance culture, community, and conservation in the Crown of the Continent.  
The first conference in 2010 was hosted in Waterton, Alberta, and focused largely on conservation 
initiatives, and included speakers from all over the region, including tribal leaders.  
The second conference was hosted by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Council in Polson, 
Montana, in 2011, and was organized to focused on the importance of integrating culture, community 
(including local economies) and conservation to effectively sustain communities and landscapes. This 
conference had tribal panels that focused on broad issues, such as the traditional uses and value of 
particular places in the Crown of the Continent, significance of native “place names”, and areas where 
tribes and non-tribes might work together to preserve and protect.  
The objectives from the third conference held in Fernie, British Columbia, in 2012, were to build 
relationships, exchange information, and foster a sense of regional identity. A large theme of this 
conference was to explore how the Roundtable’s adaptive management initiative is responding to 
community needs and interests. Another topic of interest was community and economic development. 
Participants explored the idea that we cannot sustain our landscapes and natural values if we do not take 
care of our people and communities. 
Also beginning in 2012, there was a series of Tribal Managers meetings incorporated into the full 
conferences. Some years, the Tribal Managers would have a separate, but often inclusive, pre-conference 
workshop, which emphasized conversations about initiatives and perspectives on Tribal lands. Other 
years, the conferences integrated tribal topics and viewpoints within the main agenda.  
The conference in 2013, held in East Glacier Park, Montana, featured breakout discussions on several key 
topics – indigenous perspectives, sustainable economies, water, working lands, and forestry. From the 
section on indigenous perspectives, the following priorities emerged: recording Traditional Ecological 
Knowledge (TEK) and integrating TEK into climate adaptation plans; connecting youth to nature; a need 
for cross-cultural education; conversations on projects and initiatives need to start at the beginning, not 
during the "consulting" phase; and individuals from agencies and nonprofits should continue to build 
relationships with tribal members.  
The 2014 conference was hosted in Waterton, Alberta, and explored how the Crown region’s businesses, 
cultures, and communities were taking actions to balance values in the face of changing economic, 
demographic, political, and climatic conditions. A highlight of this was a pre-conference Tribal and First 
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Nations Roundtable to discuss perspectives and initiatives on Tribal lands. All of the presenters and 
speakers were indigenous people, but observers were welcome to listen and learn. 
In 2015, the conference was held at the University of Montana in Missoula, which helped to integrate 
young people and students, many of whom shared presentations, led panels, and volunteered at the event. 
Information sharing and enduring values were key themes of the conference, and thus participants had an 
opportunity to choose two of six breakouts to attend, including a primer about the Confederated Salish 
and Kootenai Tribes' Water Compact, protocol for cross cultural capacity building, working with the 
Blackfeet Tribe tribal languages, best practices in large landscape conservation, the Iinnii Initiative and 
the Banff Buffalo Park, and spirituality, faith and common values that can renew and sustain efforts to 
protect the Crown.  
In 2015, there also was a separate Tribal Manager Meeting in Polson, which featured presentations from 
tribal managers about resource management issues, such as the future of management of the National 
Bison Range and Badger-Two Medicine areas, traditional foods, aquatic invasives, and the impacts of 
climate change. The goal of this meeting was to share perspectives, cultivate connections among tribal 
natural resource managers, learn about activities underway, and explore how this work may fit together 
and complement other initiatives in the Crown of the Continent. 
In 2016, a separate day-long tribal roundtable meeting preceded the annual Crown conference in Fernie, 
British Columbia. Over 40 natural resource managers from the six tribes and First Nations in the Crown 
created the agenda for this meeting to share information, tools, success stories, and challenges for key 
natural resource issues in the Crown of the Continent. The other days of the 2016 conference were spent 
focusing on the Roundtable’s main themes: conservation, community and culture. The topics covered 
were leadership perspectives on natural resources, youth and community-based conservation education, 
water sovereignty and regulations, and climate adaptation on traditional lands. 
The most recent Roundtable conference in 2017 occurred in Choteau, Montana, and was designed to 
explore some of the more contentious issues that face the region, such as shifting economies in the 
Crown, conflicts between wildlife and ranchers, private land conservation, and other land use issues. This 
conference also featured a Crown Tribal Manager meeting, which addressed the critical issue of invasive 
species. A piece of the conference was also allotted for tribal managers to reflected on challenges from 
the summer season.  
The 2018 Roundtable conference was scheduled to be in mid-September, hosted on the Blood 
Reservation in Standoff, Alberta, for the first day, and in Fort Macleod, Alberta, for the following two 
days. My practicum work included interviewing environmental leaders and tribal managers from around 
the Crown to better understand what natural resource issues groups in the area are facing. The information 
I gathered from these discussions was used to help inform the Roundtable Planning Team of areas of 
interest and need, to create a meaningful agenda for the conference planning. Due to time constraints, new 
leadership roles, and some changes in direction of Roundtable goals, the 2018 conference was cancelled, 
and in its place, the leadership team hosted a small meeting in Fort Macleod to discuss options moving 
forward, the future of the conference, and the future of the organization in general. During the heartfelt 
and intimate meetings, those present discussed what had gone wrong, what was still going right, and how 
the Roundtable can better build relationships and create stronger core values starting at the level of the 
leadership team, and extending outwards at the next annual conference. The wisdom and emotional 
stories shared by the elders and tribal people present were very influential for the other members of the 
leadership team who attended the meeting. It was discussed on the third day, that proceeding forward, the 
tribes and First Nations should be more actively engaged throughout an integrated conference (not just 
during the one-day workshop), and the values of the Roundtable are to be expanded on and changed to 
include an approach that emphasizes relationship-building and inclusive dialogue. 
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Objectives 
The objectives for this report are to: 
 
1. Serve as a tool for current and future Roundtable Planners to shape the agenda of Roundtable 
conferences and meetings. 
 
2. Document information from past conferences the Roundtable has convened. 
 
3. Inform the Leadership Team and others about what issues of conservation, community, and 
culture are currently most pressing to tribes and First Nations in the region. 
Methods 
The contents of this report were developed by the following methods. 
1. Background research / literature review.  I began by reading information about the region and past 
conferences, including information posted on the Roundtable’s website and from information gathered 
from the Roundtable coordinator and members of the Roundtable Leadership Team. I also visited with 
current and past members of the Roundtable’s Leadership Team to gain a better sense of the history and 
evolution of the network.  
2.  Interviews with members of the Crown’s tribes and First Nations. I designed a brief narrative and 
interview protocol to explore issues, interests, and ideas among tribes and First Nations throughout the 
Crown of the Continent. The interview protocol was reviewed by the Roundtable Coordinator, Dave 
Morris, and with the Tribal Liaison, Paulette Fox, to ensure the questions reflected the needs of the 
conference planners and were culturally sensitive. Interviewees were selected based on familiarity with 
the Roundtable and/or by recommendation and introduction from past or current Roundtable Leadership 
Team members, coordinators, or tribal liaisons. Some additional interviews were added spontaneously to 
take advantage of individual tribal and First Nation member’s interest and availability. Interviews were 
conducted the last week of May 2018. 
Description of Outreach to Tribes and First Nations 
In my practicum work for the Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent (COTC), I have focused on 
conducting interviews with tribal managers around the Crown to identify issues of community, 
conservation, and culture most relevant and significant to them, in order to help in the planning of a 
meaningful COTC Workshop this September.  
In order to gain more context about present tribal issues around the Crown, I first attended the signing of 
the Buffalo Treaty in Pablo, MT on May 22. At this intimate event, I met Paulette Fox, the tribal liaison 
who eventually would become my travel companion on my expedition around the Crown. The following 
day, I drove to Polson to a connected event, Buffalo Unites Us, hosted by the National Wildlife 
Federation. The day-long conference explored tribal, state and federal management objectives and options 
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for restoring buffalo populations. This gave me an opportunity to speak with natural resource managers I 
had not met the previous day, and to learn more about a prominent issue that connects many around the 
crown. 
The next week, May 28 through June 1, I traveled over 1000 miles over five incredibly exhausting, but 
very worthwhile days. My original plan was to drive a loop around the Crown, stopping for interviews on 
the Flathead, Blackfeet, Blood/Kainai, Piikani, and Ktunaxa Reservations along the way. Unfortunately, 
this was a busy week for many tribal leaders, and I was unable to connect in person with the contacts I 
had for the Ktunaxa Tribe, as well as some CSKT managers on the Flathead Reservation, so I conducted 
in-depth phone interviews instead. 
I had prepared few questions for the interviews, in hopes to have a relaxed and lightly-guided 
conversation, where the interviewees would feel comfortable talking about what mattered most to them. 
During each interview, I asked each tribal leader or member what they thought are the most significant 
issues their community face (specifically relating to community, culture and conservation), how a 
workshop could help them address those issues, what they would like to share and learn at the workshop, 
and if they would be willing to help plan, share or participate at the workshop. The interviews were not 
recorded to promote a friendly and casual setting; instead I took a few notes during, and many notes after 
the interviews. After typing up my notes, I coded and sorted them by interview question, to see what 
issues and topics of learning were most brought up by interviewees, and to determine the top themes of 
importance for the workshop.  
Findings 
This section captures the key findings from my interviews around the region. The findings are organized 
by tribe or First Nation and begin with a brief narrative describing my visit to the community and 
highlights from the interviews. The narrative is followed by a summary of issues and concerns as they 
related to conservation, community, and culture. Each of the sections concludes with specific 
recommendations interviewees had about the design of the conference.  
Blood Tribe  
Brief Narrative:  On my first day of interviews, I was met by Paulette Fox in Standoff, Alberta. She 
drove with me all around the Kainai Reservation, showing me ceremonial spots, environmental and 
cultural landmarks, and introduced me to a large number of people on the reservation. Best of all, she 
shared with me so many beautiful stories of how her people once were and still are, how she was raised to 
treasure her community, and how she continues to pass on these traditions, stories and experiences to her 
children. Every person Paulette introduced me to on our tour lit up as soon as they saw her, and because 
of their connection to her, many of them opened up to me. The first person we spoke to was Jason Crow 
Chief, Sub Surface Land Admin for Kainai Resources Inc. After we met with Jason, Paulette drove us 
around Kainai Reservation, where we met with staff from Environmental, Lands, Public Works, Social 
Development offices of the tribe, all of whom provided great insights from many perspectives. These 
conversations are reflected in the findings below, sorted by conservation, community and culture, and 
suggestions for how the interviewees would like the conference to be designed. 
 
Summary of Key Interests/Concerns: 
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Conservation:  
 
● Cows from local ranchers are taking over the landscape that historically was a habitat for other 
species. 
 
● Two interviewees said there is a fear of future water issues due to irrigation and dams, also 
overall poor water quality. 
 
● Two interviewees mentioned that abandoned (oil) wells still exist on the landscape and should be 
cleaned up by responsible parties.  
 
● Heat & drought have brought issues for crops, native plants, and for the health of the people. 
 
● An interviewee stated that colonization has led to stolen crops and land. The tribes could have 
been profiting off of this land, but instead agricultural companies and non-tribal people own 
much of the land on and near the reservation. 
 
● Interviewees would like to learn more about conservation relationships (i.e. seeing the oil 
company not as the enemy, but instead as a partner in conserving land responsibly, while 
developing economically for the community’s benefit). 
 
Community:  
 
● Several interviewees commented about the lack of job opportunities and little general opportunity 
on the reservation. Members of the tribe often seek jobs elsewhere or face unemployment and/or 
poverty. 
 
● One interviewee mentioned the possibility of maxing out the benefits of energy development to 
bring jobs, revenue and resources to the reservation. Others question the long-term sustainability 
of this, because of past energy corporations that profited and left without benefiting the tribes. 
 
● Several interviewees mentioned the problems of alcohol and drugs on the reservation, in 
particular with youths. 
 
● One interviewee spoke of health issues that have arisen for people on the reservation due to 
highly-accessible processed foods, and few healthy and affordable options. 
 
Culture:  
 
● An interviewee suggested encouraging local food growing operations to bring traditional food to 
native diets. 
● It was recommended that tribal culture deeply implemented into the workshop. 
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● Several mentioned that many members of the tribe have become disconnected from their 
traditional land, due to the changes colonization has made to the landscape. 
 
Design of the Conference: 
 
● Learn from tribes and First Nations who have increased control over native agriculture and food 
(increased food sovereignty and encouraged traditional diet). 
 
● To fully engage and share in a meaningful forum, one interviewee felt the conference must reflect 
tribal traditions. For example, having teepees, being outdoors, and other aspects traditional 
celebrations have.  
 
● Improve water quality issues on the reservation (i.e. irrigation practices). 
 
● Reconnect tribe members with land and community values, especially pertaining to the youth. 
 
● Invite elders to share their knowledge about how the landscape was, about the culture, and 
whether ammonite had a cultural value (as there are great amounts on the reservation, potentially 
at-risk of being extracted for energy development projects). 
 
● Encourage better involvement of youth in community projects. 
 
● Invite farmers to share their experiences with droughts, heat, and water issues. 
 
● Hear from other tribes and stakeholders about using wind as an alternative energy. 
 
● Food and entertainment should be important cultural components to have at the summit/workshop 
(they recommended a Blackfoot entertainer from Kalispell, and local food created by local 
people). 
 
● Host a tour of culturally significant areas led by elders (as a potential field trip). 
 
● Learn about issues on their reservation (since it is held on their reservation). 
 
● The workshop should be inclusive to all stakeholders. 
 
Piikani Nation  
 
Brief Narrative: After we toured the Kainai Reservation, Paulette and I headed toward Fort Macleod and 
Brocket, to visit the Piikani Reservation. Our first interview was with Verona White Cow, director of the 
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Piikani Social Development Department, who opened up with us about the link native artifacts and 
cultural identity. After, we interviewed Paula Smith, Operations Officer and Admin of the Piikani Nation 
Human Resources Department - she was so comical that she had us laughing even when talking about 
very serious and disheartening issues. Despite her incredible sense of humor about the situation, Paula 
said that there is so much healing that still must take place on the reservation. Later, over the phone, I 
spoke to Ira Provost, one of Paulette’s dear friends and Consultation Manager and Director of Piikani 
Traditional Knowledge Services. He was so open when sharing with me what topics matter most to him, 
and many others in his community. The findings below reflect the ideas and concerns of interviews I 
conducted with members of the Piikani Nation.  
 
Summary of Key Interests/Concerns: 
 
Conservation: 
 
● The loss of buffalo on tribal land. 
 
● Many interviewees mentioned that there have been issues pertaining to irrigation, and problems in 
the river because of the dams.  
 
● One interviewee said that other tribes might relate well to issues of water quality and quantity, 
and that this would be a good topic for tribes to share their experiences. 
 
● One said that the most important thing the Roundtable Workshop could do is to bring awareness 
to other stakeholders about how significant the types of land are for indigenous people, and how 
indigenous people have such a special linkage to the land.  
 
● Managing the land with a holistic approach. 
 
Community: 
 
● An interviewee who works with members of the tribe to find employment opportunities, spoke 
about the isolation of the reservation, which is far from industry opportunities for employment.  
 
● An interviewee found that funding her department receives often ties programs to certain strict 
agendas created by the tribal chief and council. This makes it difficult to achieve other important 
efforts, as they must stick to programs that the funding specifies.  
 
● Multiple interviewees, especially those working in tribal government offices felt there were 
many great ideas for programs, but extreme limitations (capacity) when it comes to 
implementation, and very little staff and funding to make effective program happen. 
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● One interviewee felt very alone when working on program and community struggles, and liked 
the idea of bonding with people in similar roles at the conference. 
 
●  She spoke with emotion about the connection she has to the archaeology and history of the area; 
this, she told me, is how she finds her culture.  
 
Culture:  
 
● Interviewees said that generally there was little capacity to enhance and sustain cultural program 
endeavors. 
 
● An interviewee shared that she feels her community is losing its kinship, including ties to culture, 
language and the landscape.  
 
● Indigenous archaeology and cultural sites are an important connection for many tribe members to 
their culture, but have been and are being extracted and exploited, rather than preserved. 
 
● Preservation of cultural items and areas has been lacking. Two members mentioned that the 
government is called on to maintain and keep cultural centerpieces intact, but federal funding 
doesn’t always support these actions 
 
Design of the Conference: 
 
● Learn about implementation strategies for programs; how to get them off the ground with limited 
capacity and funding. 
 
● Similarly, learn how to build capacity, particularly for government projects and programs. 
 
● Improve irrigation practices and water quality. 
 
● Hear experiences from other tribes about how they have preserved indigenous artifacts and 
cultural/environmental sites. 
 
● Frame the conference in a way that emphasizes the large division between Eurocentric values 
(ego, greed, individualism, and punishment) and native values (love respect, nurture). 
 
● Workshop should be an opportunity for all groups to listen to and share their concerns, especially 
indigenous concerns, because they have the largest part to play in stewardship. 
 
Blackfeet Nation 
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Brief Narrative: Halfway through my interview tour of the Crown, I attended the Iinnii Initiative 
Meeting in Browning, Montana. The meeting was held in the Tribal Office, and the participants ranged 
from tribal elders and leaders, to directors and interns of wildlife NGOs. The meeting was a great way to 
connect with many tribal leaders working on collaborative natural resource projects, and to understand 
what issues elders were concerned about.  After the meeting, I was able to connect with Ervin Carlson, 
director of the Iinnii Initiative, and Loren Birdrattler, Project Manager for the Blackfeet Nation, and hear 
their thoughts about how they believe the upcoming workshop should be focused and structured. Parts of 
my conversations with Loren and Ervin, as well as other members of the Blackfoot Tribe, are reflected in 
the findings below: 
 
Summary of Key Interests/Concerns: 
 
Conservation: 
 
● A few interviewees mentioned that they have issues with the ways landscapes have been altered, 
especially the use of the land for agriculture, and the use of pesticides on the reservation.  
 
● Agriculture and the use of pesticides has led to adverse environmental effects, such as poor water 
quality (runoff and pesticides), limited land access, and lack of protection of cultural resources. 
 
● Because of the agricultural land use (mentioned above), there are less native medicinal and 
culturally significant plants growing. 
 
● There are still barriers to having the buffalo reintroduced on the landscape. This is important due 
to the cultural, spiritual and health significance of the buffalo to the tribe. 
 
● There are worries that economic development will conflict with preservation values. One 
interviewee stated that they do not want just a developed area, but a pristine area. 
 
Community: 
 
● Studies have shown that there are severe health disparities between natives and non-natives on the 
reservation (due to diet, among other factors), and the poor health of members of the community 
was an issue that many interviewees brought up. 
 
● Along with physical health, interviewees said that they were worried about the well-being and 
healing of tribal members, due to past and current injustices and hardships. 
 
● A few interviewees mentioned the need for (sustainable) economic development, because there is 
a demand for jobs and social development on the reservation. 
 
Culture: 
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● Western culture and agricultural methods have led to poor diets and difficulty with healthy food 
access for people living on the reservation.  Presently, there is a lack of traditional and cultural 
food awareness, according to one interviewee. 
 
Design of the Conference: 
 
● Learn about investing in members of the tribe, to increase skill development and quality of life on 
the reservation. 
 
● The workshop should be a celebratory and special event, that is inclusive to all stakeholders, 
including youth and elders. 
 
 
● Include more relationship building opportunities with other tribes and agencies, as this will help 
to build meaningful dialogue.  
 
● Allow time for small and informal breakout groups, each with a topic relating to their interests 
(i.e. land management, water issues, economic development, etc.), and use these small groups to 
dive deeper into issues not often spoken about collaboratively.  
 
● Encourage activities that would alleviate tensions, build bonds, and encourage cross-cultural 
learning.  
 
● Strengthen cultural knowledge for youth and other tribal members. 
 
● Hear about successful past projects or potential ideas for creating sustainable economic 
development on the reservation (outside of energy development or other extractive opportunities). 
 
● Learn about promoting health and healing for people on the reservation. 
 
● Hear about and share current indigenous led conservation projects. 
 
● Have a more “lax” time structure at the workshop, which would allow more time for natural 
conversation to develop, rather than focus on deadlines and restrictions 
 
● Conference should “marry” western science and structure and tribal ways.  
 
● Incorporate more panel discussions, group breakout sessions, and influences of tribal knowledge. 
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● Learn how to create a pristine and protected on-reservation area (i.e. Blackfeet National Park – 
how would this work? Has something like this ever happened before? i.e. Bear Ears National 
Monument). 
 
Ktunaxa Nation 
 
Brief Narrative: My last few days touring around the Crown included many interviews with many 
interesting people around the community, with quite a bit of back-and-forth travel between Alberta and 
Montana and several phone interviews. In my other interviews, I felt well-vouched for, by Paulette Fox 
and the legacy and trust built by the Roundtable. When I reached out to speak to tribal managers at the 
Ktunaxa Nation, I felt much less well-connected, but was still graciously given time to speak to the 
Director of Lands, Ray Warden. From our conversation, I pulled out themes of conservation, community, 
and culture that appeared to be most important to the Ktunaxa Nation.  
 
Summary of Key Interests/Concerns: 
 
Conservation:  
 
● The tribe’s focus is on the total traditional expanse of the landscape, and not just on the 
reservation they were placed on. An interviewee said that they are working to have “mother 
government” (provincial government) recognize the whole expanse as theirs, and not just the 
reservation. 
● Having control over the stewardship of the land is important for rebuilding tribal jurisdiction 
and authority. 
 
Community:  
 
● Tribes should be able to make decisions that would have direct benefits to tribe (revenue 
sharing), but that this is difficult with current provincial government operations. 
 
● There is a want for real, solid agreements that benefit the tribe, including shared economic 
benefits and decision-making on homeland 
 
Culture 
 
● Since the Ktunaxa Nation has a vision of being a self-sufficient nation, they are focused on 
moving away from colonialism in their culture. 
 
Design of the Conference: 
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There are no findings so far on what Ktunaxa Nation members would like to learn or share at the 
workshop. Currently, there is a lack of interest in attending the workshop, due to limited staff time and 
resources, and topics in years past that felt irrelevant to the tribe. 
 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 
 
Brief Narrative: Through projects and workshops at the University of Montana, I felt quite well-
acquainted with many of the natural resource managers at CSKT.  I spoke first to Rich Janssen, the CSKT 
natural resource department head, who also serves on the Roundtable team shared his thoughts with me. 
Germaine White is a natural resource educator with the CSKT Fish, Wildlife, Recreation and 
Conservation (FWRC) department, deeply involved in many projects and programs on and off the 
Flathead Reservation. She has attended past Roundtable workshops and was thus able to offer some 
meaningful critiques and ideas for improvement to me. Preservation Office Director and former Natural 
Resource Department Division Manager, Mike Durglo, enthusiastically shared many creative ideas with 
me to contribute to the workshop. The conversations above, as well as others with members of CSKT, 
influenced the findings shown below. 
 
Summary of Key Interests/Concerns: 
 
Conservation: 
 
● The Columbia River Treaty was an issue brought up by one interviewee, who said that the 
governments of Canada and the US need to take into consideration ecological and ecosystem-
base functions that the dams may cause (i.e. floods and other natural resource issues).  These 
concerns range from environmental, to social and economic for the tribes.  
 
● Interviewees expressed their concerns about the proper cleanup and restoration of the Smurfit-
Stone Mill. There are 50 years worth of toxic residue that remains on site and there is potential 
for the contamination of the Lower Clark Fork River drainage. 
 
● Many members of CSKT commented on buffalo reintroduction and management near the area 
and around the state and Crown, and how significant the species is to them. In the past two years, 
the US government shot down a plan to transfer management of the National Bison Range to the 
CSKT.  
 
● An interviewee spoke of the aquatic invasive species and particularly troubles with lake trout 
outcompeting native fish populations in Flathead Lake. 
 
● Keeping the connection between people and wildlife and landscape alive and strong. 
 
●  It can be difficult to manage wildlife among the varying attitudes of not only the aesthetic value 
of wildlife, but also the value of what they provide for us. 
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● An interviewee felt stakeholders should improve their consultation with tribes.  
 
Community: 
 
● There are presently hidden and unfair taxes that would benefit the tribes if reversed. This tax 
benefits FWP, but not the tribe’s FWRC department. 
Culture: 
 
● Populations of species of cultural and environmental importance to tribes are dwindling (i.e. 
prairie chickens, porcupines, trumpeter swans and leopard frogs). 
 
● Culturally significant items (in Western terms, archeological artifacts) have been historically 
extracted from tribal lands, and an interviewee said that they would like to bring these items back 
to the tribes (they are currently held by Corps of Engineers). 
 
Design of the Conference: 
 
● Invite other tribes and stakeholders to share what they are doing. 
 
● Invite as many stakeholders as possible, even those not included in the past. 
 
● The conference should integrate tribal issues with other issues. 
 
● The Roundtable should strive to provide a forum for tribal managers to fully share with the entire 
group of stakeholders about topics important to them (in the past workshops, tribal sections have 
felt a bit diluted and weak). 
 
● Have more tribal panels, specifically about salient cultural issues.   
 
● Be informed about other tribes, First Nations and stakeholders’ conservation and community 
plans and programs. (One interviewee specifically wanted to know how other communities have 
managed whitebark pine.) 
 
● Learn how to better deal with issues of contested landscapes. One interviewee brought up a 
common land-dilemma: ranchers worried about their livelihoods vs. tribes worried about 
sustainable life and health, including reintroducing buffalo, having better access to land, and 
reintroduction of native plants. 
 
● Build a coalition for wild and free-range buffalo, in order to restore and reconnect populations. 
Interviewees mentioned that it is timely to engage in a discussion with land managers (tribal and 
non-tribal) about transboundary buffalo issues (currently borders are considered artificial 
boundaries to tribes – country lines, private property, etc). 
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● Share and learn with other stakeholders on how to overcome the “hump” of implementation (what 
tools that have worked for other agencies and organizations). 
 
Common Themes  
After my reviewing and coding the notes from my interviews, the following themes from the tribes and 
First Nations interviewed emerged most often in my findings. 
 
Conservation 
● Nearly all the tribes and First Nations expressed an interest in addressing the impacts from past 
and present irrigation and dam projects (i.e., Kerr Dam, Columbia River Treaty, and Blood Tribe 
Irrigation Project). 
 
● Highlight cases where tribes and First Nations have provided leadership on natural resource 
conservations around the Crown (e.g., Iinnii Buffalo Initiative, Blackfeet Tribe’s Agriculture 
Resource Management Plan (ARMP), Ksik Stakii Beaver Mimicry Project, Five Needles 
Working Group, other indigenous led conservation initiatives). 
 
● Address the challenges of implementing projects, programs and policies.  
 
 
Community 
● Many natural resource managers expressed a feeling of being alone and isolated in their efforts to 
implement natural resource policies, programs, and projects. They suggested that the conference 
should provide an opportunity to share and learn from other tribes and First Nations and to build a 
sense of camaraderie and community. 
 
● Several people highlighted the ongoing desired for sustainable economic development. While 
some tribes and First Nations have turned to energy development, others are exploring nature-
based tourism. Perhaps the conference could highlight innovative examples of sustainable 
economic development on tribal and First Nation land, explaining what catalyzed, enabled, 
constrained, and sustains such efforts. 
 
● Many interviewees suggested that the conference should focus, at least in part, on promoting 
health and healing across the reservation, including but not limited to youth, drug and alcohol 
issues, and food sovereignty. 
 
Culture 
● Nearly everyone consulted mentioned the ongoing importance of reclaiming and protecting 
culturally significant places and artifacts.  
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Design of the Conference 
In addition to addressing one or more of the topics presented above, the interviewees expressed several 
common themes about the design of the conference itself: 
 
● Convene one annual gathering for all sovereigns and stakeholders in the Crown of the Continent; 
integrate the needs and interests of tribes and First Nations into each annual gathering, rather than 
convening a separate, stand-alone meeting for tribes and First Nations; all stakeholders should be 
included in all parts of the conference; awareness of tribal issues among all stakeholders is 
essential. 
 
● Encourage and sponsor youth to attend and participate at the conference; 
 
● Invite elders to share at the conference (in particular about cultural sites); 
 
● Provide updates from tribes, First Nations, and other government agencies and community-based 
partnerships about what they have been up to regarding culture, community, and conservation. 
 
● Allow for meaningful small group discussions about issues important to tribes and other natural 
resource managers.  
 
● Format the first day as a ceremony to promote relationship building and connection to the land. 
This celebratory format could include traditional dance, song, prayer, food, teepees, and special 
areas of land to meet on. Provide an opportunity to acknowledge and celebrate tribal and First 
Nations cultural traditions and practices. 
 
● Balance presentations on western science with indigenous storytelling, culture, and sharing. 
 
● Workshop should be less strict on time, and have a polychronic approach, to allow for greater 
dialogue and flexibility. 
 
● Nearly every person consulted was interested in participating at the conference. Many people 
were willing to share their knowledge at the conference, and a few interviewees seemed 
interested in helping plan and coordinate a panel, break-out session, or other piece of the 
conference.  
Conclusion 
The report is designed to help inform planning, design, and implementation of the Roundtable’s 2018 
annual conference in September. It will be used by conference planners and Roundtable leadership to 
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ensure that the conference addresses relevant issues and topics, and it may also serve as a useful tool to 
help identify potential speakers and participants. Finally, as a historical record of regional conversations 
and efforts to date, the report can serve as tool for future planners and managers who are seeking to build 
upon and amplify past efforts. 
 
Post-Script 
This report was sent to all members of the Leadership Team in [add month/year] after it was carefully 
verified by interviewees, edited, and finalized. I discussed important aspects of the report (including in the 
executive summary) during two conference calls with the Leadership Team. During the timeslot of the 
unsuccessful Roundtable conference, September 24-26, 2018 (see Practicum Memorandum, p. 63), the 
Roundtable held a multi-day meetings for the Leadership Team. I shared elements of the report during 
these meeting to the Leadership Team members present, in order to assert the importance of the voices 
who shared their thoughts with me, who were not able to attend the small meeting, due to the 
cancellation. During the Leadership Team meeting, January 21-23, 2019, I presented the Executive 
Summary of this report, in order to inform the new Leadership Team members and re-familiarize other 
members who had previously heard or read the report. This report has been shared with each new 
member, and is also available on the Roundtable website. I joined the Roundtable Conference Planning 
Committee in order to offer suggestions in how to best include the information I gathered from the tribes 
and First Nations. So far, I have used my position on the committee to provide feedback about the draft 
conference agenda for 2019. I believe some of these suggestions will result in a more inclusive 
conference with more visiting, sharing of culture and values, and including of topics that are relevant to 
tribes and First Nations. 
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Appendix A: 
List of People Interviewed 
(Redacted in this publication for Privacy) 
Appendix B: 
Master List of Contacts for Tribes and First Nations, Crown of the Continent 
(Redacted in this publication for Privacy) 
Appendix C:  
Summaries, agendas, and attendance lists from past Tribal Manager Meetings 
2010-2017 
 (Redacted for space in this publication, see report on the Crown Roundtable website for full 
appendices) 
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Abstract 
Collaborative partnerships and workgroups are emerging as a popular and often necessary 
process for successful natural resource management. Collaborative partnerships have been found 
to be key mechanisms for organizations to advance their missions, build social capital, secure 
greater amounts of funding, reduce conflict, and gain increased support and capacity. Many 
environmental groups use collaborations to create mutually beneficial alliances both with other 
environmental groups and with non-environmental groups, including government agencies and 
for-profit entities. One such partnership is the River to Lake Initiative, which is made up of non-
profit organizations, state, tribal and federal government agencies, land trusts, and land owners. 
Its shared mission is to stand as a “collaborative effort to conserve and restore our Flathead River 
and Lake natural heritage.” There are several factors, postulated in the literature on collaboration 
that can determine the potential success of a collaborative partnership, for example Moote and 
Lowe’s five collaborative success variables. This qualitative study uses Moote and Lowe’s 
criteria and interviews with seven members of the River 2 Lake Initiative to analyze the success 
of the partnership. It is concluded that all five of Moote and Lowe’s criteria for success were 
identified and met in this case study, all of which appear to have led to the highly-indicated 
success of the partnership. Even with the success of the partnership, I will discuss some of the 
challenges the R2L Initiative still faces. 
 
Keywords: collaborative partnerships, conservation, natural resources, success.  
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Introduction 
Flathead Lake is the largest freshwater lake west of the Mississippi River in the 
contiguous United States. Located in Montana, the lake is a remnant of an ancient, massive 
glacial dammed lake and is one of the cleanest lakes in the populated world for its size and type. 
Even with this background of the lake in the back of my mind, I was not prepared when I first 
saw the dazzling water on my drive to Kalispell. The lake stretched as far as I could see, ombré 
jewel tones ranging from aquamarine near the sandy shores to royal blue as the depth grew. 
Snow-capped mountains jutted seemingly straight from the far side of the lake, reflected 
majestically in the mirror-like surface. With its abundant beauty, I could understand why the 
Flathead Lake was a resource fought over tooth and nail by so many. Encompassing the southern 
half of Flathead Lake is the Flathead Indian Reservation, home of the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes (CSKT), which has land use planning departments in charge of protecting the 
lake. Because of its high-quality soil, ranchers have worked the land near the lake for 
generations. Tourists are drawn to the lake for outdoor recreational opportunities and its 
proximity to Glacier National Park. To the north of the Reservation boundary, the lake is on 
local, state, federal and private land, although it is co-managed cooperatively with the tribes. As 
the lake’s popularity grew, people desired to live near the lake, creating an environmental 
nightmare for the many local conservation groups, who want the lake protected from this ever-
expanding development.  
While there are many stakeholders, each with their own goals, there is only one Flathead 
Lake. How can a lake be sustainably managed and protected with such contrasting perspectives? 
This is what inspired the creation of the River 2 Lake Initiative (R2L Initiative) at the turn of the 
21st century.  According to its website, the R2L Initiative is a collaborative effort to conserve 
and restore the Flathead River and Lake’s natural heritage, with an emphasis on defending the 
excellent water quality, outstanding scenic and recreation values, abundant fish and wildlife, and 
prime farmland. Their focus area includes critical lands within the 100-year floodplain of the 
Flathead River, from Columbia Falls to the North Shore of Flathead Lake, stretching from 
Somers to Bigfork. Their work has consisted of conservation easement projects, restoration 
work, public engagement, collective grant writing, and many other collaborative conservation 
projects.  
The R2L Initiative was founded 20 years ago by the Flathead Lakers, who have since 
facilitated quarterly partner meetings, hosted collaborative events and a shared a monthly 
newsletter with initiative updates. The R2L Initiative is made up of private landowners, land 
trusts, conservation organizations, counties, tribes and state and federal agencies. According to 
its website, its partners include: Flathead Audubon Flathead Lakers, Flathead Land Trust, 
Intermountain West Joint Venture, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Montana 
Land Reliance, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Flathead Conservation District, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  
Because of my interest in natural resource collaboration groups, I decided to interview 
the organizer of the group, from the Flathead Lakers, who connected me with six other active 
partners. Each partner, aside from two from Montana FWP, was from a different organization, 
with distinctly different roles and backgrounds, but with a common and uniting appreciation for 
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the Flathead Watershed. When I began my interviews in April of 2018, I was most interested in 
how the partners would evaluate their experiences in the initiative; if there had been any 
drawbacks or benefits. When I began to analyze the interviews, it became clear to me that this 
group worked well together, so well, in fact, that I wanted to know why. How does a group made 
up of diverse members with individual philosophies work together harmoniously, when so many 
similar groups have been unsuccessful?  
In my literature review below, I have considered several factors identified by Moote and 
Lowe (2008) that can determine the potential success of a collaborative partnership. I organized 
my findings into sections based on the topics of questions I asked to interviewees’, and how their 
responses fit within these topics.. These sections include detailed partner responses about the 
purpose, participation, facilitative tools used, benefits, drawbacks, challenges and 
recommendations for the initiative. Within each of these sections, I briefly apply Moote and 
Lowe’s five collaborative factors of success to evaluate the River 2 Lake Initiative. My analysis 
is also informed by other scholarly literature on successful collaborations and effective 
collaborative processes. I also include a small report of post-surveys I conducted months after 
my initial interviews, in December 2018, where the partners provided feedback about the results 
of my research, and updates on the initiative (Appendix A). 
Literature Review 
Social science researchers, Moote and Lowe (2008), describe collaboration as a process 
by which multiple stakeholders work together to solve a common problem or achieve a common 
goal.  Collaboration is commonly found to lead to a better understanding of issues and 
constraints for groups because it fosters information exchange and mutual learning.  According 
to Miller and Miller (2012) the most commonly reported benefit of collaboration is that it builds 
social capital - the networks of relationships among people who live and work in a particular 
society, enabling that society to function effectively - thereby improving participants’ capacity 
for future collaboration. Mattesich, Murray-Close, and Monsey (2001) found that collaborative 
partnerships should be a mutually beneficial and well-defined relationship entered into by two or 
more organizations. This relationship includes a commitment to mutual relationships and goals; a 
jointly developed structure and shared responsibility; mutual authority and accountability for 
success; and sharing of resources and rewards. Collaborative efforts have been found to reduce 
conflict, build trust among participants, and create new networks and institutions for information 
sharing and undertaking collective projects. These professional and interpersonal networks can 
increase participants’ capacity for innovation and their collective flexibility to adapt to changing 
conditions (Moote and Lowe 2008).  
 Collaborative partnerships have become imperative for creating and implementing 
important and high-stakes decisions, particularly in the natural resources realm. Environmental 
advocacy organizations often work in collaborations, coalitions or strategic partnerships with 
other organizations with similar missions for a wide variety of reasons. This is primarily because 
collaboration is a key organizational mechanism for advancing their missions.  In tight economic 
times, funding opportunities consistently require advocacy nonprofits to think strategically and to 
cooperate with other nonprofits in order to secure complex grants. Many environmental groups 
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create intra-sector alliances with other environmental groups or cross-sector alliances with non-
environmental groups, including government agencies and for-profit entities to take advantage of 
economic opportunities (Miller and Miller, 2012). According to Lubell and Leach, authors of 
Watershed Partnerships: Evaluating a Collaborative Form of Public Participation (2005), 
collaborative watershed partnerships are one of the most important forms of public participation 
to emerge in the last two decades. About watershed partnerships, they wrote, “Their significance 
can be traced to the newness of the phenomena, controversy about effectiveness, and 
considerable differences from other forms of public participation” (p. 2).  
 While collaborative partnerships are meant to bring mutual benefits to each partner, they 
often come with hefty challenges. Rodriguez et al., authors of a Stakeholder-Guided 
Collaborative Approach to Improve Water Quality in a Nutrient Surplus Watershed (2014) said, 
“Even with consensus that a water quality problem exists, each group can have its own 
objectives for management that may conflict with the objectives of one or more other groups” (p. 
572). The number and diversity of participants can make collaboration difficult, as each person 
comes with perceptions of the issue, unique values, and sometimes an agenda from the agency or 
group they represent. It can be difficult to build collaborations with the “right” partners, and even 
more difficult for partners to effectively work together and be successful. Researchers have many 
formulas on what “ingredients,” or factors, they perceive to be most essential for collaborative 
partnerships to have. Moote and Lowe conducted a multi-case empirical research study in order 
to determine the five variables which most highly indicate success in collaborative partnerships: 
1) adequate resources (particularly funding), 2) a common purpose, 3) recognized authority, 4) 
capacity for collaboration, and 5) a fair and effective process. Past literature supports these 
variables as being top factors for collaborative group success. Robin Nazzaro (2008) noted in his 
Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands and Forests, Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, that most successful collaborative efforts use practices such as: 1) developing 
open and transparent decision making processes among the participants, 2) finding leaders of the 
group, 3) identifying a common goal, and 4) leveraging resources, including funds. Mattessich 
and Monsey (1992) performed an exhaustive literature review of the factors influencing 
successful collaboration and ranked the following traits as the most important: 1) mutual respect, 
understanding and trust, 2) appropriate cross-section of members, 3) open and frequent 
communication, and 4) sufficient funds. Wiltshire and Satterwhite (1999) found in their study 
that coalitions and collaborations work best if there are shared mission and goals, and effective 
leadership with a leadership development program. 
Overall, experts considered collaborative efforts successful if they broadened 
participation and increased cooperation in managing natural resources or improved natural 
resource conditions. Nearly every study found that adequate, consistent funding is almost always 
linked to successful collaboration. Jamie Williams’ study (2011) showed that many local groups 
struggled to have access to additional funding and the ability to work at a landscape scale 
without joining a larger, collaborative effort. They found that as long as the benefits continue to 
accrue, participants will work to ensure that the partnerships succeed.  
Having strong collaborative leadership, long term relationships and trust, having the 
“right people”, open communication and shared goals and values were also tied by the majority 
of experts to being essential for successful collaborative partnerships. These findings tie in well 
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to Moote and Lowe’s top five variables to successful collaborative partnerships, each of which is 
expanded on in the next section (the third one in modified form), in order to fully understand 
what is required of each. 
 
1. Adequate Resources  
Adequate, consistent funding to support operations, usually including paid staff, is almost 
always linked to successful collaboration, according to Moote and Lowe (2008). This could 
mean having the funding to support the travel and provide stipends for partners to continually 
meet. In addition to money and staffing, adequate time is also a crucial ingredient for 
collaborative success. At least three research studies examined by Moote and Lowe showed that 
collaborative groups rarely achieve measurable outcomes during their first three years and 
suggest that it is unrealistic to expect measurable outcomes any sooner. Thus, having adequate 
resources to sustain commitment of partners is important. 
2. A Common Purpose  
One key to collaborative success is having a common problem or need, which often 
involves stakeholders having a shared mission to overcome the common problem. Research has 
shown that the urgency of that purpose or need is also important; that is, a mandate, crisis, or 
other incentive for people to collaborate, increases the likelihood of success (Moote & Lowe, 
2008). 
An important aspect of sharing a common purpose is that all stakeholders should have 
similar expectations of the collaborative effort, which may be reflected in a common vision and 
clear, agreed-upon goals. Research also shows that collaborative efforts are most likely to 
succeed when their goals are manageable, i.e., relatively small-scale and feasible. Tackling 
overly complex projects or projects with too large a scope can result in failure (Moote and Lowe 
2008).  Relatedly, Chaffin et al. (2011) found that participants who indicated a high level of 
perceived watershed group success had a reasonable understanding of how their group would 
perceive success, due to their group having set clear missions and goals. Groups have a better 
chance to feel successful as long as they actually have a goal to meet. For example, Chaffin et al. 
found that watershed groups in Idaho perceived themselves successful through the development 
and approval of water quality standards for water bodies within the groups’ geographic area of 
focus. Washington groups measured success through the development, approval, and 
implementation of a watershed plan for each state-defined watershed area. Oregon groups 
measured success in a less concrete manner; their success was perceived based on how they 
promoted cooperation across the watershed and educated the community about watershed 
stewardship. Chaffin et al. concluded that watershed groups with clear missions and goals are 
likely to be more successful than those groups with a lost or unclear focus. 
As the popularity of collaborative groups and networks have grown in the natural 
resource realm, there can be elements that can connect members beyond having a common 
purpose or problem. It can also be a common benefit or shared value that connects members. 
These common benefits or values can include sources of money that can only be granted to 
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collaborative groups, a landscape or location that brings partners together, or values such as 
community, culture or conservation. 
3. Collaborative Leadership 
I modified Moote and Lowe’s Recognized Authority variable into the criteria of 
Collaborative Leadership, as it seemed more appropriate for the partnership dynamics of the 
River 2 Lake Initiative. Moote and Lowe found that natural resource collaboratives are most 
credible and capable when they involve the right people, particularly those with the authority or 
power to implement the group’s effort, which builds the partnership’s capacity for effective 
collaboration. Their study of empirical research showed that active support from government 
agencies and political leaders is often a critical factor in the success of a collaborative. They 
wrote that “failure to involve key interests or power brokers is sometimes reported as a reason 
for group failure, as are lack of government support and lack of legal authority” (p. 8).  
Leadership has been proven to be highly correlated with success. Chaffin et al.’s (2011) 
study concluded that leadership is a key factor relevant to collaborative watershed group success, 
as shown by group member satisfaction and the relationship between group leaders and 
perceived success. Mattesich, Murray-Close, and Monsey (2001) found that some level of 
formality helped to clarify roles and manage power differentials among partners and could be 
important for accountability. For collaborative resource management, Miller and Miller 
determined that “good” leadership included individuals with recognized authority; good 
communication, facilitation, and problem-solving skills; and the ability to inspire commitment 
and action from others. However, Chrislip and Larson (1994) said that finding people with these 
skills can be a challenge because most leaders have traditional hierarchical leadership qualities, 
such as competitiveness and the likelihood to take unilateral action, which can actually 
undermine a collaborative effort. The same authors state that collaboration requires a different 
kind of leadership: leaders who “safeguard the process, facilitate interaction, and patiently deal 
with high levels of frustration” (p. 52). For a collaborative process, leadership strategies include 
keeping stakeholders at the table through periods of frustration and skepticism, acknowledging 
small successes along the way, helping stakeholders negotiate difficult points, and enforcing 
group norms and ground rules (Chrislip and Larson, 1994). 
Chrislip and Larson also found that the best collaborative leaders strive to inspire 
commitment and action, not by telling other what to do, but by convincing them that something 
can be done. Leaders must also act as “peer problem solvers”. This means that they help the 
group create visions and solve problems, but not by engaging in command and control behavior. 
Leaders should build broad-based involvement by making a conscious and disciplined effort to 
identify and bring together all the relevant and diverse stakeholders.  
Good collaborative leadership also includes sustaining hope and participation; this might 
include showing each person they are valued, helping to set incremental and achievable goals, 
and encouraging celebrations along the way. Last, leadership should be considered a process 
where motivation and inspiration happen through the belief in the credibility of the collaborative 
process and having good working relationships with many people (Chrislip and Larson 1994).  
4. Capacity for Collaboration 
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Collaborative capacity is defined as the mobilization of skilled committed individuals, 
their relationships, and the physical resources within a given organization or community that can 
be leveraged to collectively solve problems and sustain community well-being (Kaplan 2000). 
For natural resource initiatives, this often means having partners with diverse backgrounds which 
complement each other. For example, having some partners with fundraising expertise, some 
with bureaucratic leverage, and others with community notoriety. Chaffin et al. (2011) analyzed 
an example of role diversity in Pacific Northwest watershed groups, in contrast to participant 
satisfaction. The authors believe that ideal criteria for sampling participants for an evaluation 
should include: 1) a government contact or agency lead representing the watershed group (state, 
federal, or local level), 2) an individual serving in a leadership role within the watershed group, 
and 3) a member-at-large of the watershed group. Because federal and state agencies play a 
central role in resource management, agency behavior or “organizational culture” is frequently 
singled out as a reason why collaborative efforts fail (Moote and Lowe 2008). Agency 
participants are sometimes said to be non-responsive, overly bureaucratic, and excessively reliant 
on rules and procedures. Some research has concluded that if upper management is not 
committed to collaboration, collaborative efforts are more likely to fail (Moote and Lowe 2008). 
Sabatier et al. (2002) found in their study of 70 watershed partnerships, that “Success in terms of 
reaching agreements and implementing projects depends on active participation by state and 
federal agencies” (p. 38). This finding likely reflects the reality that state and federal agencies, 
not local authorities, manage most natural resources.   
Moote and Lowe (2008) found that every collaborative research study they reviewed 
mentioned the importance of broad representation as a means of guaranteeing the legitimacy of 
the effort. For example, Koontz and Johnson (2004) studied 69 watershed groups in Ohio and 
found that groups with a broader array of participants tend to excel in watershed plan creation, 
by better identifying and prioritizing issues, group development and maintenance. 
5. A Fair and Effective process 
Other factors in the literature that account for successful collaborative partnership relate 
to the fairness and effectiveness of the process. These include having clear roles, a shared 
meeting place, long term relationship building, flexibility, commitment to the process, trust and 
accountability. Among many of the studies, there was a consensus that a shared connection to 
place, the local origins of the group, a favorable external environment, parity among participants, 
and adequate time for the process helped groups to succeed.  Moote and Lowe (2008) also noted 
that an established communication networks, including formal channels of communication and 
personal connections among the interested parties, correlated with effective collaborative efforts. 
They also reported that individual participants’ attitudes and behaviors, such as commitment to 
the collaborative process, a willingness to work together, willingness to compromise, and 
flexibility were almost always found to influence success or failure of a partnership.  
Mutual respect, embracing diversity, and an understanding of others’ cultures are also 
important success factors (Moote and Lowe 2008). Chrislip and Larson also point out that the 
process must be open, fair and not be seen as dominated by any particular stakeholder group. The 
perceived fairness of the decision-making process––positively affects people’s reactions to 
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decisions made. To most people a “fair” process: 1) is open and inclusive, 2) provides equal 
opportunities for meaningful input, and 3) is rational and transparent (Moote and Lowe).  
Research Methods 
I used qualitative methods, including interviews, in this study to gain a detailed and frank 
reflection of the River to Lake (R2L) Initiative partners’ opinions on collaboration strategies and 
evaluations of their group (see interview guide in Appendix B) Research was conducted in 
northwest Montana near Flathead Lake during spring 2018, with follow-up surveys in the fall 
(see Appendix D). I based much of my research from methods described in The Practice of 
Qualitative Research by Sharlene Nagy Hesse-Biber (2017). I used purposive sampling, also 
known as selective sampling, where the sample is selected based on the objective of the study 
(Hesse-Biber, 2017).  I used purposive sampling to ensure that there would be a range of 
viewpoints from the different members that make up the initiative, specifically those with active 
leadership and participant roles, who had intimate knowledge of the collaborative. I also used 
chain referral, or snowball sampling, by selecting participants based on recommendations from 
the organizer and facilitator of the initiative, as she had a good understanding of who actively 
participated. 
 The organizations represented by the partners I interviewed are the Flathead Lakers (the 
organizing body); Flathead Land Trust; Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks (I 
interviewed two from this agency); Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes; USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service; and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Although I captured many 
perspectives, there were several partners of the R2L Initiative who I was unable to interview, due 
to limited time. These include Flathead Audubon, Intermountain West Joint Venture, Montana 
Land Reliance, the Flathead Conservation District, as well as past AmeriCorps workers who 
have worked with the group.  
 I conducted casual, in-depth interviews for approximately 25 to 70 minutes with each 
participant. I used an interview guide to initiate discussions of key themes and to focus each 
interview on comparable topics to allow for meaningful comparison. During each interview I 
asked the participants to discuss their roles in their agency and in the initiative, why they were 
motivated to join, what they found to be the biggest threat to the watershed and why, what work 
the initiative has done in relation to this threat, interactions with other partners, facilitative tools 
used, what was done well in the initiative, challenges and conflicts that arose, benefits and 
drawbacks of being a partner, and recommendations they had for the group. While the interviews 
were consistent because of the guide, I did allow for participants to bring up topics or ideas that I 
had not asked at the end of each interview.   
I asked for permission to interview and record each interviewee. I recorded and 
transcribed each interview verbatim in order to accurately capture participants’ viewpoints. From 
there I coded the transcriptions in order to see what concepts and patterns could be linked among 
the interviews by using relevant themes that I found emerging throughout the interviews. This 
helped to provide detailed comparisons across interviews, for example, the commonalities and 
differences among partners in the initiative. I used quotations and excerpts from the interviews to 
represent the viewpoints expressed by participants and to provide rich detail.  
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Findings 
I organized my findings into sections based on the topics of the questions I asked. The 
first section described interviewees’ responses to what they believe are the greatest threats to the 
watershed. All of them answered that increased development is the greatest threat, but for a 
variety of differing reasons. Next, the partners told me that for the most part, their interactions 
with one another have been favorable, and their relationships have helped them get a lot of work 
done, while having fun along the way. Sections three and four contain the facilitative tools and 
other inadvertent strategies that the partners believed contributed to the success of the group, 
which included having effective leadership and a shared goal. In section five, I asked partners to 
describe the benefits of being part of the R2L Initiative, and answers ranged from partnership 
diversity, funding advantages, and group bonding. On the reverse, I questioned what drawbacks 
there had been for being part of the Initiative, and some partners thought there were 
organizational and collaborative constraints, while others thought there had been no drawbacks 
at all. Section seven addresses the challenges that some of the partners described, the biggest 
being funding. Following this section are the recommendations the partners provided for moving 
forward as a group, specifically, how they can continue to receive funding and go beyond the 
“low hanging fruit”. Some of their recommendations included revisiting the group’s shared goal 
to see if their target area needs redefining and making sure they still have the right people are 
still at the table.  
Within each of these sections, when appropriate, I briefly apply social scientists’ Moote 
and Lowe’s five collaborative success variables to show how the River 2 Lake Initiative has 
functioned within these criteria. I include a discussion section that addresses how the R2L 
Initiative would benefit by adhering to Moote and Lowe’s five variables of success as they 
continue moving forward. Appendix A presents a brief report on the findings I received in the 
post-surveys, which I conducted after I presented my original research to the full R2L Initiative 
at their quarterly meeting. The results from this post-survey included positive partner feedback 
that I had accurately reflected their views in my research, their [lack of] surprise at the results I 
presented, and updates on the progress they have made since the interviews.  
 
Greatest Threats to the Watershed 
Among the first questions I asked the partners was to describe what they found to be the 
greatest threat to the Flathead Watershed. Nearly all of the participants chuckled when I asked 
this, telling me I had asked a real “toughie”. Regardless, every single interviewee answered the 
same way. All seven of them thought the growing population, and therefore increased 
development, put the watershed at risk. However, when asked why this threat was detrimental to 
the watershed, each of them had unique reasons why, often relating to their organizational 
missions.  
Ana Clara, the organizer of the R2L Initiative and Critical Lands Program Director for 
the Flathead Lakers, said she is most worried about the lack of proper preparation and planning 
for the growth the area is facing. Wildlife biologist for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
Beatrice, mentioned she was worried that the Flathead Watershed was being “loved to death”, 
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and noted how she has seen an increasing amount of new houses and sewage, and worsening 
water quality over time. Lana, the land protection specialist for the Flathead Land Trust 
answered, “The development threatens some of the main conservation values of the area and the 
reason a lot of people live here, so our quality of life…the land use along the river affects 
agriculture, water quality, budgets, fish and wildlife habitat.”  
Even partners belonging to the same agency, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP), 
had differing answers for why development was and is so problematic. William, who manages 
the mitigation program at FWP, feels that the threat is not just the rate of population growth, but 
where this extensive growth is occurring and what is associated with it. He went on to say that 
over-development affects pretty much everything: water quality, wildlife populations, and 
general degradation of natural resources. Resource specialist at FWP, Kate, explained that for a 
long time there were few regulations, so people were able to build near and even in the 
floodplain. This impacted not only groundwater and surface water, but because those homes had 
to be protected from flooding and erosion, preventative techniques used degraded the watershed 
even further.  
When I spoke to the past district conservationist of the NRCS, Fernando, he told me that 
development was unregulated in the area because of the western conservation mentality many 
landowners had, where “the right to do with your land what you desire, drives a lot of people.” 
Sal, the Wildlife Biologist for the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes Wildlife 
Management Program, said the Tribes feel the development pressures less, due to the fact they 
own land along the river corridor on the reservation. However, he said, “North of the Lake the 
development pressures affect the habitats which are all linked wildlife-wise, especially 
waterfowl, and all of the water quality coming into the lake could cause issues [in other areas].”  
Although their reasons for why increased development threatened the watershed area, the 
initiative partners all were moved by a common purpose, which was shown by Moote and Lowe 
(2008) to be one of the critical variables which leads collaborative groups to success. 
Participant Interactions 
This section focuses on the synergy of the R2L Initiative, particularly on how the partners 
felt about the interactions between one another. Since interactions between stakeholders are 
shown to be a potential barrier to success, the first section of my interview focused on the 
participants’ perceptions of the group’s interactions. All seven of the partners of the R2L 
Initiative who I interviewed said that the interactions were positive and overall favorable. In fact, 
each of them told me how much they enjoyed being a part of the group, how much fun they had 
had, and boasted about the amount of work the group had accomplished together. Multiple 
partners said that they appreciated the openness and willingness of the others to come together, 
participate, and be inclusive. Sal described the group’s format: 
It’s a real open discussion - they are pretty encompassing of everybody’s input and what 
each is trying to do. It has been a real positive thing; the players I’ve gotten to know I 
really enjoy working with. It is a real collaborative effort, and they honor everybody’s 
viewpoint and participation. 
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Many group members had known each other since the group formed in 1998, or even 
before, and in turn, participants felt that they had established great relationships. Trust developed 
in these long-term partner relationships and this, Lana said, has helped them to not compete and 
instead “just try to help each other out”. Sitting across from me in an ergonomic chair at the 
Flathead Land Trust office, Lana candidly told me, “We know each other very well so we have 
good relationships, so when different issues come up, we are already on the same page, in terms 
of knowing each other and being able to immediately react or take advantage of an opportunity 
that may come.” The quarterly meetings have allowed the different organizations to share with 
one another what each is working on. William told me that the sharing between groups 
“stimulates what you hadn’t thought about, in terms of discussion, direction or collaboration.”  
Positive interactions participants mentioned included being kept in the loop and updated, 
having networking opportunities, being able to work together on collaborative projects and 
brainstorming next steps, and having people who are  easy to work with and passionate. Many of 
these positive interactions were brought more fully to my attention when I asked the partners to 
discuss what strategies were used to make their collaborative group successful, which will be 
explained within the coming sections. 
The group has changed over time, as people have retired or switched positions, and one 
participant, William, noted how important it was for the group to continue to invite new hires 
after someone would retire in order to maintain the diversity of the group. Diversity, in the above 
instance, means that the group is made up of state and federal agencies, tribes, non-profits, and 
land trusts. While the diversity of the group brought opportunity and richness to many of the 
group’s efforts, five out of seven of the participants interviewed mentioned that there is 
sometimes friction because of the nature of their different groups and that there have been 
disagreements on issues, but that they were still able to work together. Researchers, Rodriguez, 
et al. (2014) said, “The great number and diversity of participants can make collaboration 
difficult, as each person comes with perceptions of the issue, unique values, and sometimes even 
an agenda from the agency or group they represent”. 
William also shared her sentiment that “there’s always conflict when you try to mesh 
together what people need and want; you just have to be committed to working through them.” 
This was echoed by Beatrice, “Sometimes we just have different priorities and our priorities 
don’t mesh real well with what they are trying to protect.”  
Kate offered some wisdom she and the others had previously discussed at a past meeting; 
that agreeing to disagree and finding a common mission bring the group together and keeps a 
project going. She said, “The more we understand each other - and we’ve been working together 
so long - it makes it easier. It’s that long running partnership that’s really cool.” She also 
described the importance of not being too personally invested in one project, and to take a bigger 
mindset, as “no’s” should not end partnerships. “It is hard sometimes when you’ve worked on a 
project for several years and you see it starting to fall apart,” Kate said. “It’s really tough to not 
blame your partners, as we all tried our very best, and it’s good to remember that. It’s a hard 
thing to learn, especially when you really care and you are very passionate, and you live in the 
area, and you know these people.”  
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When asking each partner about their interactions with one another, it was hard to ignore 
the enthusiasm in their voices as they described the professional and personal growth they have 
achieved individually and as a group over the past two decades. Even some of the interviewees 
who described negative interactions told me about them very reluctantly, due to the fact that 
overall, the group functioned and worked together so well. Fernando, though now retired and 
inactive in the group, spoke fondly of the initiative and said the process “was a very 
collaborative effort, as we had a very tight group.” With a warm smile, he mentioned, “there 
weren’t that many disagreements, and we were all pretty civil about the whole thing, and used 
common sense type of approach, or tried to anyway.” He said, “When there were disagreements, 
we would discuss it at the meetings.” Similarly, William exclaimed, “the interactions have been 
very favorable, I mean it is easy with this group!” Kate wondered aloud toward the end of our 
interview whether it was typical for groups like hers to get along so well with each other and 
accomplish so much.  
 In her 2005 case study, Elizabeth Koebele interviewed stakeholders that were a part of a 
collaborative group creating a statewide water plan. She found that interactions with other 
stakeholders could limit the group’s ability to produce desired outputs and could be a barrier to 
the success of their projects. The positivity of partner interactions is one way in which the River 
2 Lake Initiative has appeared to use a fair and effective process, which is described as important 
by Moote and Lowe. However, this leads one to wonder what tools were used to nurture and 
support these positive interactions. The next sections of this report will analyze why the River to 
Lake Initiative yielded such positivity and success; what worked well, the facilitative tools used, 
benefits and drawbacks of group participation, and recommendations partners have for the future 
of the group. 
Facilitative Tools 
I asked Ana Clara, the organizer and facilitator of River to Lake Initiative, which 
facilitative methods she used to help the group run smoothly. She pulled up a PowerPoint 
presentation she had used for a past R2L presentation. The presentation laid out some facilitative 
strategies the group used for collaborating on projects, many of which I had found as important 
strategies when examining the past literature. Some of the tools she highlighted, are as follows: 
● Set expectations by having a process that is more formal. 
● Understand the role of each group and each other's importance and histories. 
● Be diplomatic, listen, and validate. 
● Have clear working relationships and shared responsibilities - these lead to trust and 
respect. 
● Initial success should be shared and celebrated. 
● Build on successes. 
● Use consensus-based decision making, with clear final decisions. 
● Have diverse participation and recognize history of the group and individuals. 
 
Ana Clara told me that many of these strategies are used informally, as she prefers the meetings 
to feel relaxed. Besides encouraging the use of the above tools, Ana Clara’s role is to make sure 
the group sees itself as legitimate and neutral, that information stays transparent among the 
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partners, and to be flexible and willing to compromise. She also spoke of the importance of 
evaluating success the group has had, and then refining and refocusing the group’s strategy by 
trying new things and always adding new information. Her collaborative leadership, including 
her facilitative strategies, is a crucial step for creating success in a collaborative group, according 
to Moote and Lowe (2008). 
After speaking to Ana Clara about the specific facilitative tools she employed with the 
group, I questioned the other participants about what facilitative methods they had noticed, and 
whether they worked well. Some partners did not even realize there were facilitative methods 
that Ana Clara purposely used. Many said that they were sure she put a lot of work into 
organizing the initiative, but that they had never considered what specific strategies she 
employed in the group process. William postulated that even though they had not had any major 
conflicts where they needed more formal facilitation, the efforts of Flathead Lakers to dedicate 
the time to coordinate the meetings, set up a meeting place, get the announcements out, take 
notes and complete all of the other logistical stuff is “just a lot of work!” Ana Clara was able to 
perform many of the tasks that other partners would not have had the time or resources to do, 
thus growing the collaborative capacity of the initiative, as well as providing needed facilitative 
resources.  As stated in the literature review, collaborative capacity is defined as the mobilization 
of skilled committed individuals, their relationships, and the physical resources within a given 
organization or community that can be leveraged to collectively solve problems and sustain 
community well-being. Capacity for collaboration is one of the variables thatMoote and Lowe 
(2008) assert are most important to the success or failure of a group. 
When given a moment to consider the Flathead Laker’s facilitative methods, four of the 
participants raved about Ana Clara’s focus on communication, particularly that she encourages 
partners to communicate clearly and straightforwardly, provide equal and reciprocal 
contributions, and that she simply picks up the phone to involve the right people. These partners 
explained that by her reaching out and making sure people were contributing, she was 
encouraging group’s progress. All of these facilitative methods lend well to creating a fair and 
effective process, one of the variables Moote and Lowe found to be most important to forward 
the success of collaborative partnership.  
 William shared that he thought the amount of work the group performed would not have 
happened if they did not have the kind of relationship where they were communicating regularly. 
He felt that they needed a venue that facilitated this communication, rather than just relying on 
just personal relationships. Lana agreed that getting the word out and encouraging participation 
was one of the most powerful facilitative tools. She said grinning, “Ana Clara has a real 
personable way of doing things, and she is definitely in the right position!” Almost as though 
responding to Lana’s remark, Ana Clara stated in her interview, “That is my role, I call on people 
and ask ‘What are you working on? Let's talk about how we can find overlaps. Or how what you 
do might benefit us? Let's understand what you are doing for [your organization] as part of our 
bigger picture.’” Having a clear and consistent leader (Ana Clara), was something that four 
partners identified as being important to the group’s success. They mentioned that having 
someone who keeps the group on track, takes the time to plan approaches, and initiates meetings 
were elements they found helpful. Nearly every study I included described the great importance 
of having recognized leadership or authority, as it has been proven to be highly correlated with 
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success (Chrislip & Larson 1994, Miller and Miller 2012, Chaffin et al. 2011, and Moote & 
Lowe 2008). Fernando commented, “I think the main reason [the process was good] is because 
we had Ana Clara as the leader; without her I don’t think we probably would have continued the 
effort, but she was pretty relentless, it was good to have her.” 
Ana Clara used specific and purposeful strategies that helped the group construct a shared 
mission. Every partner I spoke with described the positive effects that having a shared mission, 
focus area, and information had on the group. Ana Clara clarified, “We agreed upon the process, 
the methodology, defined what critical lands were, what our priorities were, and agreed on the 
science.” She said that once they established the group, they shared their visions and goals, 
identified a focus area, and this led to them creating their overall strategy. Moote and Lowe 
(2008) posited that a common purpose is essential for a successful partnership, as well as 
partners having similar expectations of the collaborative effort, which may be reflected in a 
shared vision and clear, agreed-upon goals. The importance of having a common purpose is also 
a recurring theme in the next section. 
 Beatrice said that she found the River to Lake Initiative to be successful once they 
recognized the issues of importance, and Sal said that creating a focus area was extraordinarily 
helpful for building energy for the group. He told me that Ana Clara has done a good job 
highlighting projects that have succeeded, and he thought that this opened doors for people to use 
those projects as models. Kate thought the collaboration flowed pretty naturally because the 
focus was fairly narrow.  
An interviewee noted that there used to be quite a bit of friction between state, federal 
and tribal agencies, but because the partnership had a "neutral" nonprofit (Flathead Lakers), it 
allowed the partners to come together, and the use of facilitative strategies helped them to work 
together. Kate told me about a time when Ana Clara had contracted facilitators when the group 
was initially writing the work plans. “You sit around a table and there are 20 different ideas, you 
know, which is pretty tough,” she said. The people who facilitated helped by listening to the 
ideas and capturing the sentiment of each comment on a notepad. Kate disclosed, “None of us 
were really skilled in [facilitation] necessarily, so that was definitely good to have.”  
What Worked Well 
This section pertains to the non-facilitative approaches that were purposely and 
inadvertently employed by the River to Lake Initiative that helped the group work together. 
Identifying what the issues were, having the right people at the table and a shared mission were 
approaches considered most important by the majority of the partners interviewed.  
Interviewees spoke of the importance of figuring out what the issues are and how the 
group can resolve them - in particular, identifying that there was, in fact, a problem. Once this 
has been established, partners described the importance of deciding who should be at the table, 
based on practicality, shared interest, and willingness to participate. Kate said, “We started from 
the questions of ‘what can we do?’ and ‘who should be at the table’; this helped us have the right 
interested people at the table, and those people showed up for quarterly meetings because they 
were willing to collaborate.”  
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The most common answer I received from partners when asked about what worked well 
for their group was having a shared common goal. Five of the participants interviewed gave very 
similar responses on the importance of having a shared vision as a group. Kate encompassed 
many other interviewees’ answers within her statement:  
We all have a common goal, we all have our own little part of that goal, but we really had 
a common goal. We were focused on a certain area, we wanted the same things - we did 
conservation and restoration together - and it was all kind of new and exciting! We were 
brainstorming and we were getting things done too! So it worked really well and it was 
very inspiring. 
Fernando thought that this shared goal was easily created because all of the partners were 
focused on the same “beautiful place,” and that this brought forth a “shared futuristic vision”. As 
noted in the previous section, a common goal, or purpose, is one of the five critical variables 
essential to the success or failure of a group (Moote & Lowe 2008).  
Having the capacity for collaboration and adequate resources (particularly funding) are 
both huge components that have been found to be invaluable in the success of a collaborative 
partnership according to Moote & Lowe (2008). Both of these factors were stated by the partners 
to be largely part of the reason for the success of the group. 
Other answers to what methods worked well in the River to Lake Initiative varied more 
widely. One of these included the positive attitude shared among partners, which led to continual 
progress, even when they faced adversity. William told me that that the group has kept moving 
forward by having a positive attitude and not letting negative things stymy them. He said that 
when a project fell through, everyone asked “well what should we do now?” Kate stated that she 
felt inspired because they were a group that “actually puts boots on the ground to get things 
done”, rather than a group that just comes together to talk. Beatrice found inspiration to be a part 
of the group simply because of the passion shown by other partners, particularly by the Flathead 
Lakers. She said with a hearty laugh, “They obviously believe in what they are doing, and 
somehow that becomes infectious, it makes you want to be involved also and help - even though 
your own plate is already full!” Beatrice admitted that there was really no reason for her to have 
jumped on board with the initiative, but she was just so impressed with the group, that she 
offered to help. The methods described above by the partners interviewed were mainly 
unintended, unlike the aforementioned facilitative tools, though they were some of the reasons 
this group excelled. 
Benefits 
 Midway through the interviews, I asked partners to tell me about the benefits of being a 
part of the collaborative group. The main benefits they described include the ability to share 
resources and the diversity of the group to provide coalition power and secure funding.  
Diverse interests in some groups could cause conflicts and be considered drawbacks, but 
in the River to Lake Initiative, most interviewees stated that their diversity is beneficial, and was, 
in fact, a big part of their success. Moote and Lowe (2008) found that every collaborative 
research study they reviewed mentioned the importance of broad representation as a means of 
guaranteeing the legitimacy of the effort. Beatrice alluded to this when she said:  
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I’ve never been in an area where the professional people make an effort to meet each 
other and work together. All of our agencies and nonprofits have different purposes, 
sometimes they are even opposites, so it’s always good to understand why they are going 
at it from a certain direction, and for them to understand why we can’t go in that 
direction. 
Other participants similarly noted how essential the group’s diversity has been for creating 
change. Sal said, “When you can collaborate in a group like [River to Lake], you can get a larger 
piece of change - basically - to do some good things.”  Sal said that the Tribes (CSKT) have been 
able to support the R2L Initiative’s efforts in putting conservation easements on different pieces 
of property on the reservation. The Tribes, he said, are trying to buy as much habitat as they can, 
keeping as many areas open as possible. Because of the resources pooled in the R2L Initiative, 
the Tribes were able to leverage purchase of the grizzly habitat in two important areas. Sal said, 
“One of our big concerns is grizzly bear habitat, and we were able to secure some pretty 
important pieces of habitat, and the bears have shown us that they are important because they are 
showing up on those pieces of property.” Sal said that the tribes support the R2L Initiative efforts 
because the impacts on watershed “affect all of us.”  
The diversity of the group was also advantageous for partners to secure the funding 
needed to complete projects and combine resources. Moote and Lowe (2008) described the 
importance of adequate resources as being essential for a collaborative group, which they say 
includes money, staffing, and adequate time. Lana said that the group allows for “getting the 
very best we can from all the agencies, organizations and landowners together,” with Kate 
agreeing that “one group couldn't have this effect on their own, but together we can do a lot.”  
William shared an anecdote about how the R2L initiative began between the Montana 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks and the Flathead Land Trust. He found that there was an overlap the 
goals of his agency’s mitigation program and what the Land Trust was doing (specifically, 
habitat conservation). When they approached each other about these shared goals, the Land Trust 
told his agency, “Let us help you; we have money and we can help pay for some of the costs for 
some of your projects.” William found that this opened up all sorts of doors, and that the land 
trusts was suddenly interested and wanting to be involved in what his agency was doing, and 
would help them to raise money on larger landscapes and other projects. Ana Clara also provided 
an example of combining resources: when the group was trying to hire a new position for the 
initiative, the Flathead Lakers did not have the money to provide an adequate salary for a 
potential hire; however two other partners were willing to match their contribution in order to 
make the position possible. Since then, they have been able to support an AmeriCorps worker 
position for five years.  
Kate found that they were able to get more accomplished as a group, simply by “bringing 
different pots of money and stretching it incredibly well to get all of this conservation done.” 
Fernando, agreed, saying that the diversity of the group was a strength in finding ways to finance 
projects. Both Sal and Lana highlighted how shared skill sets have made projects run smoothly, 
especially when applying for grants. Lana said, “it is very difficult to put together an application 
[for a NAWA grant], but when we have help from other partners, we have been very successful.”  
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Some partners had found their agency or other professional roles to be limiting, or were 
unable to perform certain tasks due to inadequate time and insufficient capacity, so having other 
interested partners to help share the workload was said by many to be very beneficial. Beatrice 
spoke of her own confines as a federal government employee with passions that went farther 
than her job description. “I am envious that they [Flathead Lakers] can be a non-profit and just 
do so much good stuff, and they don’t have to follow all the rules I have to follow,” Beatrice 
whispered to me in a low voice, even though we were the only two in her office. She also 
mentioned that her partners, such as the Flathead Lakers, are willing and able to take on tasks 
that she is not so fond of: “I would hate to do fundraisers, I’d absolutely hate it! And yet, they 
put all that effort and time into it, and they make it happen.”  
Ana Clara told me that they have had partners that do not necessarily have a clear role in 
the group and do not participate in the full scope of the project, either due to limited staff or 
different priorities, but that they are often interested in “small pieces of the puzzle”. In those 
cases, she is more than happy to have them participate when their “piece of the puzzle” needs to 
be addressed.  
Kate found it incredibly helpful to have the land trusts interact with the landowners, in 
order to bring interested people to the table. She believed that the landowners might be less 
likely to participate if government workers, like herself, had reached out to them. Involving 
landowners is so important to her, because, she said, “I grew up around here and treasure this 
valley, and seeing how much those farm families treasure this area too - being able to help them 
preserve their farming heritage and also protecting fish and wildlife habitat at the same time 
really drives me!” 
 Ana Clara stated that one of the most essential parts of the group was having state 
agencies included, in particular Fish, Wildlife and Parks, because they have the technical 
expertise to move many of their projects forward.  The River to Lake Initiative’s openness to 
diverse skill sets was important to William, who said that there is something for everybody to do 
in the group, which made everyone, including himself, want to jump in and help. The initiative’s 
need for multiple skillsets and perspectives, as well as the diverse expertise and experience the 
partners brought, allowed for the group to have the capacity to do good collaborative work, 
which is important for group success (Moote and Lowe, 2008). 
Several of the partners mentioned a benefit of being part of the R2L Initiative that seems 
shocking for a workgroup: that they had fun! Kate enthusiastically said, “It’s been really fun 
because everybody has their thing they’re interested in!” Beatrice found that she really enjoyed 
working with the River to Lake Initiative, and that it got her off the elk refuge she works on more 
often. She said that because of her isolated location, she has found the bonding in the group, 
which is a component of a fair and effective process (Moote and Lowe, 2008), to be a morale 
booster.  “Sometimes when you’re in the minority- as a federal employee and a biologist- you 
are not very popular in places like rural Montana, and the benefit of being around other people 
who are passionate is an incredible boost!” Fernando confided to me that he felt he grew a lot 
professionally by participating with the group and seeing the progress they have made as a 
collective. 
Drawbacks 
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Along with benefits, I asked the partners if they had found drawbacks to being a part of 
the River to Lake Initiative. Three out of seven of the partners said that there had been absolutely 
no drawbacks for them, and that the group has only provided benefits, due to it being a good 
collaboration and an amiable group of people to work with, providing contributions to the work 
of their respective agencies. Of the remaining responses, most said that partnership constraints, 
such as the lack of overlap between their and other partners’ missions, to be frustrating for them 
at times.  William said that every once in a while, the group has had organizational constraints, 
and that sometimes the proposed strategies did not mesh well with what the others wanted. 
Sometimes, he said it is a case of “we do things this way, and they do things that way,” and then 
they end up strategizing differently. However, he found that this frustration has been overall 
pretty minor.  
 Ana Clara said that it could be difficult working with two groups whose goals do not line 
up. She said in those instances, it is important to keep agreements supportive, and discuss why 
each group feels the way they do about the issue. This is a way she keeps the collaborative 
process fair and effective, which is one of the five variables of Moote and Lowe’s key to 
successful collaboratives (2008). As much as she has enjoyed working with the River to Lake 
Initiative, Kate mentioned that taking everybody else’s needs into account makes projects much 
more complicated and sometimes they take longer. She said that while it’s frustrating, “you’ve 
got to realize what you’re really getting done in the end, and how little would be done if we had 
been working alone - the benefits far outweigh any of the negatives, for sure.” 
Most of the partners belonging to the group live in Kalispell, and thus their meetings are held in 
town. However, for some who live further away, these quarterly meetings can be difficult to 
attend. Sal and Beatrice both said that the only drawbacks that they found was not being able to 
go to as many meetings, and be as involved as they would have liked, due to the travel (which 
was about an hour each way for both). Travel constraints are considered a hindrance to achieving 
Moote and Lowe’s adequate resource variable (2008), as assisting with both partners’ time and 
budget are important to make sure a collaborative has consistent membership. Fernando said that 
at times he felt a bit of pressure about not being more involved. He said his main drawback was 
“probably the expectation that some of us weren’t doing more.”  This could be seen as a 
drawback on the matter of a fair and effective process – that there should have been clearer 
expectations set for the levels of participation, and a considerate sharing of the workload.  
As the coordinator, Ana Clara revealed that she has to listen and be neutral, so she does 
not often get the chance to advocate for the Flathead Lakers. 
Challenges 
Looking into the future of the River to Lake Initiative, it is important to consider 
obstacles that hindered success for the group, in order to create solutions for the group to 
continue moving forward. Challenges discussed by the partners mainly pertained to working 
with the public and funding. 
Four of the partners I interviewed acknowledged that challenges for the group and 
themselves included working with the public. Two of them mentioned that the group’s work is 
based in semi-rural Montana, where many people believe private property is nearly sacred. 
Fernando said that many people do not like easements or government intrusion, and that is 
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exactly what he and the rest of the Initiative do.  “We have a saying in my agency,” said 
Fernando, “people have to be ready, willing and able to do things”. He explained that you could 
have the best project in the world, for example an amazing easement or riparian buffer work, but 
you will not progress with the project if you talk to the landowner before they are ready. He 
candidly told me that it sometimes was frustrating working with the public. With a laugh, he 
said, “At the beginning, we were little dreamers, ah yeah, let’s do this and that! But once you 
start working with people, we found out, it’s not as easy as we thought.” 
Beatrice thought the attitude of the Initiative had the potential to rub people, especially 
landowners, the wrong way: 
You know, I think sometimes organizations like [River to Lake Initiative] end up almost 
being passionate to a fault. And when you get to that point, sometimes other people don’t 
take that attitude well. You might turn them off actually, and do more damage because 
you are so passionate. I’m not sure if we have done that, but it seems like it could be a 
real possibility when you get so involved and it becomes personal. 
Ana Clara felt that the number of landowners responding to them had greatly diminished in their 
focus area, and William reasoned that while they cannot buy all the important pieces of property 
out there, it is important to identify which areas are important and continue to let people know 
about what they are doing.  
I heard from several partners that they found the strict requirements of funders to be 
challenging hoops to jump through. Kate encapsulated this notion, “Sometimes it’s a struggle 
because the different funders want certain things, so it’s trying to find how we can mesh those 
together.” With a look of discontent, she mentioned that it used to be easier, but now, “it’s 
getting harder, and every funding source wants their own thing, so it makes us struggle more and 
it’s harder to work together.” As an example, she explained that the land trust is championing the 
rights of the landowners, while her agency is ‘stuck’ using the pot of funding in a very specific 
way, leaving her at odds with the Land Trust, simply because they each represent their different 
interests. Fernando also pointed out that often the money they received from grants cannot be 
spent willy-nilly on just any project that comes up, but that it is a challenge to find the right 
projects that fit all of the requirements. Another example of these strict requirements was shared 
by William. He said that their past funding partner, Bonneville Power Administration, 
consistently demanded more and more, with increased strings attached to the money. He said that 
“it has honestly gotten to a place now, where we can’t deliver that program.” Thus, the partners 
no longer have access to that regional funding source (Bonneville Power), which has led to the 
biggest challenge for the majority of the partners. These challenges greatly relate to Moote and 
Lowe’s Capacity for Collaboration criteria, since they posit that agency behavior or 
“organizational culture” is frequently singled out as a reason why collaborative efforts fail 
(2008). Agency participants are sometimes said to be non-responsive, overly bureaucratic, and 
excessively reliant on rules and procedures. However, the past literature also shows that it is state 
and federal agencies, rather than local authorities, who make most of the management decisions 
for natural resources, thus proving the importance of a collaborative having agency power and 
support (Sabatier, 2002).  
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As sources of money have dried up, all seven partners stated that the biggest challenge 
for them is moving forward with the little funding they now have left. Ana Clara told me that this 
lack of funding affects not only the watershed conservation work, but even the ability to 
collaborate. She told me she personally was affected, and that funding for facilitation is hard to 
find. Kate told me that funding sources have “gotten tighter with their money.” She explained 
that the lack of funds has made the group struggle with how to keep tackling projects, with 
partners even wondering if the R2L Initiative will be able to continue. The importance of 
adequate resources for a collaborative group has shown up time and time again in the past 
literature, as most groups simply cannot function without funding. William said that with the 
challenge of reduced funding, he believes the group must refine their focus. He sighed heavily 
and wondered, “It’s easy to come to a meeting and see lots of accomplishment and achievement 
and feel good, but to come to a meeting and ask, ‘What is even working right now, and how are 
we going to get this done?’” I caught William looking overwhelmed for a moment, before he 
smiled and coolly exclaimed, “We’re not really getting much done right now…But we will!” 
Participant Recommendations for the Future of R2L Initiative 
My final question for the partners was in regards to where they think the future lies for 
the R2L Initiative, and what recommendations they have for it to move forward. Ana Clara 
exclaimed that “despite financial and other significant challenges, we all come together and have 
a very enthusiastic group of people, a lot of ideas, and we recognize that there is still a need to 
work together!”  Kate considered that in the past they have had the right partners at the table, but 
that they have now “burned through the River to Lakes area.” She questioned whether or not 
they should see if all of the partners still have the same goals. “I think we might be at a little bit 
of a crossroad; should we stay at where we are,” she said, “or should we reimagine where we’re 
going?”  I probed each interviewee to tell me how they would like to see the Initiative move 
forward, even in the face of challenges the partnership currently faces. The recommendations 
they gave varied; some wanting a reassessment and reanalysis of the area they strive to conserve, 
many feeling that a change of focus area would be beneficial, with others wanting to encourage 
the group to adopt new strategies.  
Overall, many of the partners wanted to continue to meet, whether their recommendations 
were taken or not. William pondered, “Maybe it’s just continuing to meet to let everyone know 
what we are doing until we find that new seed that germinates and starts the brainstorming and 
collaboration that starts spreading.” Kate thought it would be a shame to lose the partnership, 
because they had built such trust and understanding with one another, and they have learned to 
work so well together. She wondered, “Where do we put this great thing that we did, what do we 
do with it now?” However, Kate said she feels that even if the River to Lake Initiative never did 
another project again, the benefits of what they have done are priceless. 
Discussion 
In order to continue functioning as a successful group, the R2L Initiative must consider 
what criteria have been most important for them in creating their long history of success. This 
may include considering examples of past groups and existing literature, such as the variables of 
group success presented by Moote and Lowe (2008), or other criteria they prefer to use.  
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For the first variable, adequate resources, this may be considering how to better use their 
resources to secure consistent membership and draw in new members, perhaps considering travel 
budgets or video conference options. This would help grow the capacity of the group, and 
perhaps bring in new perspectives and creative ideas for capturing unique funding opportunities 
and redefining the project areas.  
The second variable, a common purpose, was something that the group always had, but 
now, with limited project opportunities and little funding, seems to be at a crossroad. It would be 
smart for the Initiative to collectively revisit their purpose and see if it still holds true to 
members, and has not been already accomplished. There might be a need to redefine the purpose 
and mission of the group, even if some members are no longer interested in the new purpose. It 
might be helpful for the group to consider a purpose addressing urgent issues, as research has 
shown that the urgency of that purpose or need is also important; that is, a mandate, crisis, or 
other incentive for people to collaborate, increases the likelihood of success (Moote & Lowe, 
2008).  
The third variable, collaborative leadership, seems to still be met, since the group has 
retained Ana Clara and still recognizes her authority. She has helped the group to have a fair and 
effective process, and throughout the interviews, it appears this may not have occurred without 
her. She also performs much of the organizational work that other partners do not have time to 
do, thus contributing towards the group’s resources. Making sure that the group can continue to 
retain Ana Clara, and having her continue to strive for creating a fair and effective process is 
important in moving forward for the River 2 Lake Initiative.  
The fourth variable, capacity for collaboration, is similar in some ways to refining the 
membership of the group; ensuring that the group has sufficient diversity of its membership, 
especially in its inclusion and engagement of state, tribal, and federal agencies, who are more 
likely to be able to institute projects created by the initiative. It will be important moving forward 
to consider other community members, organizations, and potential partners who may also have 
valuable tools to get work done and move projects forward.  
Finally, it is imperative for successful collaborative groups to have a fair and effective 
process. This usually means having clear roles, a shared meeting place, long term relationship 
building, flexibility, commitment to the process, trust and accountability. Much of this work has 
been done through Ana Clara’s facilitation tools, and the commitment of many of the partners to 
their shared passion for the landscape and their relationships with other group members. I 
noticed that although the R2L Initiative did have tribal partners, it seems they could have been 
better involved in the group, as they seemed often unable attend meetings. This may be due to 
lack of time, funding, or inability to travel. It would be wise for the R2L Initiative to ask tribal 
representatives about what accounts for their lack of participation, to find out what changes 
might be needed to encourage tribal participation.  Changes to elicit participation might include 
providing travel stipends, arranging meetings at convenient times, or setting up remote meetings 
through video-conferencing technology. Inclusion of tribes is important in order to build greater 
capacity for the group, and also for having a fair process with representative partnership. 
While Moote and Lowe’s five variables can be a handy tool for analyzing the success of a 
group, there are various other ways to critique the success of a group. For example, a researcher 
 
117 
 
could ask a group’s members, or even people familiar with a group, to see if they believe the 
group is successful. Or there are several quantitative studies with survey data on success of a 
group. However, Moote and Lowe’s variables of success are simple to use as coding methods for 
organizing interview data on a group’s performance, as I did. The researchers, Moote and Lowe, 
also created their variables based on their reviews of the literature on collaboration, including 
theoretical, prescriptive, and empirical research literature. It seems that they considered many 
different theories and models in order to provide useful and accurate variables that are backed up 
by the past literature. However, it seems that their variables could be added upon in order to 
make them more specific and effective for examining natural resource collaborative groups. I 
found that their Common Purpose variable could have been expanded to include common 
benefits or shared values. Similarly, the variable of Recognized Leadership seems limited in 
modern day collaborations, as it becomes more popular to have shared or collaborative 
leadership, work committees, and/or no one clear leader.  
Past literature about group success (Tuckman’s Model of Group Development, 1965) 
posits that successful groups in their final stage should be able to thrive even without their 
leader. However, I do not feel the R2L Initiative would be able to operate without its leader, Ana 
Clara, based on the interviews I had with her and the other partners. This same model asserts that 
successful groups in their final stages should work to avoid groupthink, and I would be am not 
sure if the R2L Initiative is prepared to combat this. Tools that they could use to dissuade 
groupthink are assigning subgroups, questioning participants’ ideas, and inviting outsiders to 
critique the group’s ideas.  
Because the River 2 Lake Initiative (inadvertently) followed Moote and Lowe’s five 
variables, they have been recognized in the community, and by their own partners as being a 
highly successful group. If they can continue to adhere to these criteria, and consider the above 
suggestions, they would have a good chance of continuing with their success.  
Conclusion 
Attempting to define indicators of success for collaborative efforts is an inherently 
challenging task, because of the incredible differences between group members. After a review 
of 450 collaborative groups, Coughlin et al. (1999) concluded, “Collaborative partnerships are 
immensely variable… The sheer numbers of groups arising, in addition to their multiple decision 
making processes and organizational structures, make it impossible to neatly fit groups into 
divisible boxes. As such, drafting prescriptive advice that applies to all seems absurd and not 
useful” (p. 21). However, because of the rise of collaborative partnerships, there is a great value 
in better understanding what factors are likely to encourage the success of a group. Throughout 
my analysis, I found that the R2L Initiative met all five of Moote and Lowe’s variables of 
successful collaboration: adequate resources, a common purpose, collaborative leadership, 
capacity for collaboration, and a fair and effective process (2008).  The diversity of the 
partnership led to shared funding and staffing, as well as the procurement of funding which 
allowed them to accomplish shared goals. Ana Clara and the Flathead Lakers’ clear and defined 
role in the process allowed for recognized leadership and beneficial organization of the group. 
The purposeful and inadvertent facilitative strategies used by Ana Clara and other partners led to 
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the formation of a common purpose, as well as a fair and effective process. Though each 
interviewee mentioned how successful they thought their partnership was, it was impressive to 
be able to evaluate their group using well-studied criteria to measure their success as well. There 
may be no perfect recipe for collaboration, but the factors identified above are highly indicative 
of successful groups and can be used as metrics to compare and evaluate the success of other 
natural resource partnerships, as I did with the River to Lake Initiative. 
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Appendix A: Request for Feedback and Analysis of Post-Surveys 
Presentation of Results and Request for Feedback 
 As soon as I completed and submitted my original report, I sent it to R2L organizer, Ana 
Clara, as she had requested to obtain a copy of it to see how it turned out. She called me a few 
weeks later with a few recommendations and edits on her parts, and told me that she found the 
results fascinating, albeit not surprising. About eight months after I conducted, coded, analyzed 
and wrote about the initial interviews, I was invited by Ana Clara to present my results at the 
quarterly River 2 Lake Initiative meeting on December 19th, 2018 in Kalispell, Montana. I was 
more than happy to do so, and tweaked my presentation so interviewees would still be as 
anonymous as possible in the meeting setting. The focus of the presentation were the top factors 
of successful collaborations, with comparisons to existing literature (See Appendix C with 
PowerPoint presentation). I requested and was given the green light to hand out a one-page, 
open-ended, and anonymous post-survey to all R2L members present at the meeting. I wanted to 
survey the group in order to receive their feedback on my research, as well as provide details on 
whether anything had changed since April when I conducted the original interviews (see 
Appendix D with post-survey). Everyone at the meeting agreed to fill out a survey to the best of 
their ability (there were some new members with little knowledge of the group). A brief 
summary and analysis of the post-survey responses are in the paragraph below. 
Analysis of Post-Surveys 
 I received 12 survey responses from the R2L Initiative partners present at the quarterly 
meeting on December 19th. Four were from partners I had already interviewed, at least two were 
from new partners, and the rest were from longer-term partners I had not interviewed; however, 
since the surveys were anonymous, no data is connected to any specific person. The survey was 
five questions long, with additional space for comments. I have reported on the results in the 
same order I laid out the questions on the survey. 
 The first survey question pertained to whether they had noticed any changes in the R2L 
Initiative since being interviewed (if applicable). Of the four respondents who this applied to, the 
answers varied: “No changes”; “Struggling to a degree with a clear path forward now that 
funding is more scarce”; “No, but the group seems to be considering the importance of 
redefining direction for the organization”; and “More new partners coming to the table”. 
Next, to find out their thoughts on the information I presented, I asked whether they were 
surprised about any of the results, and if so, what. Six of the partners said they were not 
surprised, three said they were not necessarily shocked, due to intuitively knowing the group’s 
successful history and its recognition and respect from the community; one was surprised to see 
how well the group’s patterns matched with the past literature; and one said they were surprised 
at how positively the others portrayed her in the interviews. 
The third question asked if the participant believes that the R2L Initiative is currently 
succeeding in its mission (and why or why not?). Four partners answered yes with no caveats, 
noting that they were satisfied with the number of projects and work they had accomplished, the 
defined focus area, the leadership, and the commitment of the other partners. Four answered yes, 
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but with cautious explanations: 1) Yes, I do, but we are at a crossroads of sorts and need to 
recognize that we may need to change our priority areas to be relevant to changing needs; 2) Yes, 
but growing pains, or rather stalling pains, due to funding shortages; 3) Yes, there are funding 
challenges, but the group still benefits from working together; 4) Yes, but a thoughtful revisit to 
our strategic approach is needed and looking at who is in the partnership would be valuable. 
Three responses mentioned the struggles the group is facing, feeling that the group is currently 
struggling and at cross-roads, due to changes in funding availability, opportunities for 
collaboration, and potential changes in their mission and project area. One of these responses 
contained hope that the group would succeed, based on their solid foundation of past successes. 
The survey then prompted them to provide the factor(s) they believe are most important 
for group success for the R2L Initiative. I coded the responses provided into six general 
categories, and sorted them by category. The chart below shows the number of people who gave 
responses that fit within the given category. 
 
 The last formal question of the survey asked whether the partners thought that my 
presentation and research had missed any key factors, and what those would be. Most of the 
responses said I covered the most important factors, while a few participants emphasized the 
power of the relationships and good personalities in the group. One response said, “You touched 
on it, but personal relationships make partnerships safe and effective,” another wrote, “[There is 
a] depth of friendships and experiences with each other and many of the landowners, prior to 
forming [R2L Initiative] – some of us had worked together for 10 to 20 years, which formed 
trust.” Another respondent wrote, “Love of place - SO many people involved (myself included) 
love this land and are willing to put their heart, soul, time, and money into conserving it.” In 
addition, a participant also noted that the group has maintained a strong institutional knowledge 
of the watershed and a history of the work done in the area. 
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 The survey had supplementary space for the participants to add other thoughts they might 
have for me. One noted that they thought it would be interesting to look at the evolution of 
collaboration, specifically how groups evolve as opportunities change. The other respondents 
gave kind and appreciative feedback about the presentation and analysis. 
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Appendix B. Interview Guide 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. This interview is a part of a study 
I’m doing on collaborative watershed workgroups, specifically how participants of the River to 
Lake Initiative evaluated their experiences in the collaborative workgroup.  
 I have questions for you about your experiences with the River to Lake Initiative, what 
perceptions you had for the workgroup, and how you would improve the process. Before we get 
started, I would like to let you know that your identity as a participant in this study will be 
confidential and that your name will not be used in any presentations or written reports. 
If it is okay with you, I would like to record this interview. The recording ensures that 
your views are accurately portrayed, and it allows me to focus on what you are saying. Is this 
okay? 
Involvement in the Process 
I understand you are or were involved as a River to Lake Initiative participant. Let’s start with a 
bit of background information about you, as well as your participation in the process.  
1. What position do you hold in your agency? 
Follow up: What does your job entail? 
2.   How long have you been involved in the River to Lake Initiative? 
3. How have you been involved? 
4. What motivated you to participate in the initiative? 
Watershed issues 
Now that I have a better idea of your participation in the group, I would like to learn a little more 
about your thoughts on watershed issues. 
6.  What do you perceive to be the greatest threats to the Flathead Watershed? 
7. Why are these problems a concern? 
8. What is being done by the River to Lake Initiative to address these greatest threats? 
Collaboration 
This next section of questions is about the collaborative elements of the workgroup, and how you 
would evaluate certain aspects of the process. 
9. Please describe what the watershed workgroup process has been like, particularly how you 
interacted with the other participants? 
10. Did any conflicts or challenges arise?  
If so, how were they addressed? 
11. What worked well in the workgroup process? 
12. What collaborative or facilitative methods were effectively used (by Flathead Lakers)? 
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Follow up: Have there been any other benefits or drawbacks of being a participant in this group? 
12. What changes, if any, would you make to the River to Lake Initiative workgroup process? 
Probe: Anything else you would change or recommendations you’d make? 
Wrap Up: Is there anything else that you think I should know about the River to Lake Initiative 
that I haven’t asked? 
That was my final question. Would it be okay for me to follow up with you if needed? 
Thank you so much for your time today!  
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Appendix C. PowerPoint Presentation: 
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Appendix D. Post-Survey 
 
Thank you for agreeing to fill out this survey, your feedback is much appreciated. This 
survey is voluntary and anonymous. Information collected is for an independent graduate 
research project for the Environmental Studies Program at the University of Montana. 
 
If you were not interviewed, please start at question 2: 
 
1. What differences have you noticed in the River to Lake Initiative, if any, since your 
interview? 
 
2. Were you surprised by any of the results presented? If so, what? 
 
3. Do you believe the River to Lake Initiative is currently succeeding in its mission(s)? Why 
or why not? 
 
4. What factor(s) do you believe is/are most important for group success for the River to 
Lake Initiative? 
 
5. What other factors did you believe led to the success of this group, which were not 
mentioned in the presentation? 
 
6. Anything else you would like to add? 
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Appendix E: Limitations 
With in-depth and face-to-face qualitative interviews, I was able to dig deep into each 
interview and gain extensive knowledge from each participant, while also studying each 
interviewee’s gestures and facial expressions. While this method was certainly helpful for 
gaining detailed interviews, it did limit the study to a small number of participants, as I did not 
have sufficient time to schedule more interviews, as all of the participants lived at least an hour 
or more from me.  Because of the travel distance (with limited travel budget and time), I 
interviewed up to four people in one day, which was difficult for scheduling and personally a 
little exhausting.  Luckily, participants were very willing to work with my booked and busy days, 
and they were all very flexible and understanding when prior interviews ran longer than 
expected.  
 If I had conducted interviews over the phone, I may have been able to connect with more 
of the partners of the Initiative, although I am doubtful the information I would have collected 
would be as strong, personal, or meaningful. By interviewing participants in-person, I was able 
to gauge their facial expressions and examine their body language, which I would be unable to 
do in a telephone interview. This helped me to see if the interviewees looked at ease, and better 
encourage them to candidly share their experiences with me. 
I used chain referral, also referred to as the snowball sampling. Ana Clara, the organizer 
of the R2L Initiative suggested potential interview subjects based on how active in the group she 
thought they were. This can be a limitation to research, since people tend to refer researchers to 
like-minded or “friendly”, rather than disgruntled people. This may be a reason why nearly all of 
the interviewees strongly acknowledged their close relationships with each other, and mainly had 
positive things to say about the group, and Ana Clara herself. 
Another limitation included the difficulty in checking my own biases. For example, I 
went into the first few interviews under the assumption most collaborative groups have drama 
due to the diversity and number of members, but I was surprised to learn how positive the 
interactions between them were. It is possible my face may have expressed my surprise, or 
enthusiasm about their successful relationships. When I first presented my research in Neva 
Hassanein’s class, a peer of mine was suspicious about how positive the interactions were 
between the R2L Initiative partners, because she had never experienced a collaborative that has 
worked well together with little drama. This same student thought the interviewees may not have 
been truthful with me to save face, but I do not doubt their sincerity as they all appeared 
comfortable talking to me and they all shared very similar accounts. However, it is possible that 
interviewees could be concerned that by revealing issues they have, relationships could be 
harmed. One of the interviewees had been retired from the group for a bit of time, so I felt he 
could be more honest with me in sharing both the positives and negatives of the group. He did 
not have many negative thoughts though, and his answers were very similar to the others. 
With qualitative research, the volume of data can make the transcribing, coding, analysis 
and interpretation processes very time consuming, and thus can be a limitation. I found 
transcribing each interview to take an extremely long time, and after toiling over the first half of 
the interviews I conducted, I realized it would befit my limited capacity to conduct slightly 
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shorter interviews (30 minutes, instead of one-hour interviews). Because I did not want to make 
participants feel rushed when answering, I bit my tongue about how chatty they were, but deep 
down I felt exhausted about the amount of information I was receiving and how long it would 
take to transcribe and analyze it all. I found it arduous to contain my antipathy toward long 
responses, so in my future studies I would like to construct a shorter and more to-the-point 
interview guide. A shorter and more direct interview guide would be easier to transcribe, and 
potentially easier to extract themes from. I believe having too many questions would have also 
diluted and oversaturated the data I collected.  
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Portfolio Conclusion 
The groups I studied, worked with, and wrote about were so different from one another, 
yet what connected them to each other, in my mind, was their collaborative group format. Each 
of these groups was in a unique stage of development. The Central Clark Fork Watershed 
Network was in its initial steps of creation, the Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent was 
having internal issues as there had been recent shifts in leadership and cross-cultural 
communication problems, and the River 2 Lake Initiative was self-described by its members as 
being a “highly-successful” group. As briefly described in the introduction, I considered the 
development of these groups using the Forming–Storming–Norming–Performing Model of 
Group Development, a communication theory first proposed by Bruce Tuckman in 1965. 
Tuckman asserted that each of these phases are necessary and inevitable in order for a group to 
grow, face up to challenges, tackle problems, find solutions, plan work, and deliver results. 
These four transitions provide an insight into the stages that a group of individuals needs to 
progress through to become an effective team. In this section, I describe what occurs during each 
of these stages, how effective leadership should adapt to each, and how the groups I studied in 
this portfolio fit within the stages.  
Forming is the first stage of group development. This is an orientation stage, where group 
members are usually polite and reserved as they try to get to know each other, often deciding if 
this is a relationship they would like to continue. Together members must decide on the purpose 
and structure of the group and their roles within that structure. Forming a new group requires this 
orientation period to establish goals and procedures. In the beginning, fostering trust, 
encouraging relationship building, and clarifying purposes and expectations take precedence 
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over making decisions or taking action (Russ & Dickinson, 1999).The group leader often plays a 
very important role during this period, since group members are more likely to interact directly 
with the leader than with other members.  The leader should direct the team clearly by 
establishing clear objectives, explaining task requirements, and generating a commitment to 
common goals, encouraging equal participation among group members. The Central Clark Fork 
Network was a brand-new idea, started by UM Professor Emeritus Vicki Watson, with my 
assistance, and later on with help from EVST graduate student Holly Seymour. During our first 
group meeting of the “technical expert” team, many people did not know each other, and some 
seemed a bit hesitant to bring up new ideas. There were some members who were quite 
outspoken, especially those with technical and political jobs, who were familiar with similar 
watershed restoration plans (WRP) and working groups. Vicki had a few of the members present 
what requirements were necessary for the WRP and how we could accomplish them. She also 
allowed room for questions from the participants and made sure to clarify the roles of members, 
in order to provide clear expectations going forward. She did this by asking each person present 
to describe how they would help with the WRP and having me take notes to hold them each 
more accountable and to encourage them to participate in the project. We sent out these detailed 
minutes after the meeting, which also promoted accountability, in order to generate the 
commitment needed for the WRP project. Vicki is not tentative about coaxing quiet people to 
speak, and to even take on work, and she also was assertive in sending emails to group members 
to remind them of their tasks. She also sent out updates and information via email and phone call 
after the meeting. As noted in the description, it is essential during the forming stage to have an 
active leader for members to lead on, and if Vicki had not been in this position, it is likely the 
group would have dissolved. 
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At first, the storming stage does not appear to fit with the goal of a cooperative team.  
Scholars Russ and Dickinson write that the “The conflict, criticism, and confrontation that define 
this stage is the opposite of the diplomacy and peacemaking you would expect from a successful 
collaborative effort” (p. 52, 1999). Surprisingly, however, most studies of group development 
have noted that for a group to become an effective team, it must go through a period of internal 
strife. “Storming” may be caused by a struggle for leadership or influence, undefined working 
methods, feelings of overwhelm of tasks by members, or discomfort with the approach being 
used. It can also be due to dealing with diverse styles of communication and differing 
personalities. It is not unusual during this stage for group members to wonder whether they want 
to continue membership in the group. Challenging group goals can be a healthy process if the 
conflict results in greater cohesiveness and acceptance. But if the conflict becomes extremely 
intense and dysfunctional, the group may dissolve, or continue as an ineffective team that never 
advances. Leaders of the group should be aware that this storming stage is an important part of 
team growth, and strive to provide a forum for open expression, while realizing that diversity of 
members in the group is productive and beneficial. Focusing on process improvement, 
recognizing group achievement, and fostering member relationships are important tools for 
progressing the group through this stage. Surviving the difficulties of this conflict phase usually 
results in feelings of relief, increased trust among group members, and a sense that "we're all in 
this together" as the group gradually moves into the norming stage.  
Although I described some of the “storming” of the Roundtable on the Crown of the 
Continent (Crown Roundtable) within my previous memo, it should be noted that the storming 
stage of development can be used to examine some of the complexities of collaboration - 
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including cross-cultural integration, planning limitations, and dissenting opinions - all of which 
occurred within this group. I previously recounted some of the issues that led to the cancellation 
of the annual Crown Roundtable conference, such as insufficient planning time, unaddressed 
cultural differences, different expectations, changes in roles and membership, unaddressed power 
dynamics, and shifts in values. These issues are not unusual to a group going through its 
storming stage, and they echo the patterns stated in the literature. Many members felt 
overwhelmed with the work of the conference and challenged by one another. At certain points, 
members of the Crown Roundtable asked each other whether it was worth going forward with 
their efforts, and because they felt the group could still lead to effective change, they decided to 
continue. I believe that by the end of the meeting of the Crown Leadership Team in Fort 
Macleod, the group members were able to address many of the issues they were having and grow 
as a group. By the time the Crown Leadership Team met for their annual retreat in January 2019, 
tensions were lessened, creative ideas were flowing, and the members were receptive and 
interested in moving forward. 
During the norming stage, a hierarchy is established, individual differences are 
recognized, and task assignments are made based on skills and abilities. The group members will 
know each other better, including their strengths and weaknesses, and they should be able to ask 
each other for help and provide constructive criticism. The group members, rather than just the 
leader, should take responsibility for solving problems, confronting and correcting mistakes, and 
ensuring success. One dysfunctional characteristic that groups in the norming stage may develop 
is conformity in thought or action, also known as “groupthink”. Groupthink occurs when 
individual members have become uninspired to think independently or to consider ideas or 
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solutions that run counter to those supported by the majority of the team (Russ & Dickinson, 
1999). There are tactics a leader can use to address groupthink, including designating a team 
member as a critical evaluator or “devil's advocate”, forming multiple subgroups to develop 
independent ideas, inviting outside experts to critique the group’s decisions, and holding second 
chance meetings where decisions are revisited and honestly evaluated.  
The norming stage is often a good place to get short-term work done as a group, but for 
longer-term results, the group must evolve into the performing stage. According to Bruce 
Tuckman (1965), this is the stage where “effective collaboration truly occurs.” By passing 
through the first three stages, the group has formed a cohesive relationship and members are 
committed to its success. Many changes may describe the group’s emergence to the performing 
stage, including: individual differences are accepted without being labeled good or bad; 
decisions are made through rational group discussion; conflict is dealt with openly and resolved; 
members listen to each other and share information; the group's trust level is well established; 
and, the group can operate in the absence of leading members (Russ & Dickinson, 1999). Group 
members in this stage also exhibit a sense of mutual responsibility and concern for one another. I 
feel the River 2 Lake Initiative fell somewhere in between the norming and performing stage 
during the time I researched them. Each team member seemed to feel confident in their role, and 
the group had a very cohesive relationship with great commitment from its members. At the 
quarterly meeting, potential decisions were analyzed fairly, it seemed there was a mutual 
responsibility in performing tasks for the group’s benefit, and each member seemed comfortable 
sharing (although there were two new members who seemed more hesitant). However, I do not 
feel the group would be able to operate without its leader, which is a criterion of the performing 
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stage. The new members must be comfortable in the group, in particular, questioning other 
participants’ ideas, as to actively dissuade groupthink. There is certainly potential for the R2L 
Initiative to move fully into the performing stage, especially if they are willing to form 
subgroups, invite outside experts, and be open to critique.  
 It is important for leaders to conduct regular reviews of where the group is and adjust 
their facilitation tools and approach to suit the stage where the group is presently at. Many long-
standing teams go through the four stages many times as they react to changing circumstances. 
For example, a change in leadership may cause the team to revert to storming as the new people 
challenge the existing norms and dynamics of the team (Chatfield, 2007). For example, I had 
heard from past and present members that the Crown Roundtable had been considered in the past 
as a high functioning and successful group, even though I saw them in their storming stage, as 
they recently were facing new challenges and conflict that they had not previously dealt with. 
Similarly, it appears from partner interviews that at one point, the River 2 Lake Initiative may 
have been a group in the performing stage, but since projects and funding in their focus area are 
running short, they may be revisiting the forming stage, since they are considering changing 
membership, refocusing their project area, and redefining their goals. Other times, members may 
believe their group would be better off ending, which leads to what original model developer 
Tuckman, joined by Mary Ann Jensen, call adjourning, the fifth alternate stage (1977). This 
stage is for groups that have certain goals or tasks they must meet before disbanding, and might 
not be a stage to consider for long-term groups that address new goals upon the completion of 
their original objectives. 
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There are other models of group development that exist in the literature (see chart below) 
that can alternatively explain the stages a group goes through as it develops. These models are 
not necessarily better or worse to apply to collaborative groups than Tuckman’s model, however 
Tuckman’s model has the longest standing history, and therefore has been applied to many case 
studies, and it was the one I was most familiar with, due to its popularity in the social sciences. I 
am glad I used it because it is simple, yet has depth, and can be easily applied to many groups. 
Since studying the Tuckman Model, I have not been able to look at groups the same way, and 
likely never will. 
 
Chart: Bob Larcher, Group Development Models: A Comparison, 2016 
 The application of Tuckman’s model can help both collaborative organizers and outsiders 
alike appreciate the complex development of collaborative groups. Group leaders and 
participants alike would benefit from the awareness of these four (or sometimes five) essential 
stages of development, with the likelihood they can propel collaborative efforts through 
understanding. 
Final Reflection 
Throughout my portfolio experiences, I have found myself able to look at groups through 
a completely new perspective. In fact, it is nearly impossible for me to go to an organization’s 
meeting or event without imagining the planning that went on behind to make it occur, the 
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dynamics of the group, and whether they are struggling, effective, or somewhere in between. I 
am so excited to plug my own experiences and knowledge into a career. Since completing my 
graduate portfolio, I am confident that I would like to perform facilitation and engagement work 
for diverse groups; those involving agencies, tribes, and non-governmental organizations. This 
portfolio allowed me to research many ideas and topics and build up a variety of skills that are all 
interconnected in many ways. I would like to incorporate this variety into my career by having a 
job where I can constantly learn about new topics, meet with diverse people, and experience a 
plethora of landscapes.  
In my time at the University of Montana, I was touched to see the amount of support I 
was given from my mentors, how much trust was given to me by my interviewees, and the 
number of opportunities I was given throughout my program. Some of the biggest insights I had 
from working on the three parts of my portfolio, included: allowing myself to be vulnerable, as it 
is essentially required for connecting with others on a real and personal level – especially those 
with challenging stories to tell; remaining flexible as much as possible – without flexibility, I 
would have greatly struggled with group disorganization and conflict, cross-cultural 
communication, and even the notion of travelling hundreds of miles in my beater car to conduct 
interviews; and finally, learning to be assertive, in not only reaching out for help and suggestions 
when I needed them, but also in valuing my time enough to say the hardest words for me, “no”, 
when people tried to take advantage of my time and skills. 
I feel fortunate to have had the chance to learn about three collaborative groups in the 
Crown Region, apply myself rigorously in my research and in other aspects of my academic life, 
and to have pride in the growth I have made over the past two years. 
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